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ABSTRACT 


The subject matter of this thesis is an attempt to solve 
the numerous problems raised by al—Sultaniyya, a monument 
located at the foot of the Citadel in the Qarafa al—Kubra. 
It consists of qa twin double dome flanking an iwdn and a 


now free-standing minaret. 


The main problems raised by this enigmatic building #e that 

it is undated, its ownership is not known and its architectural 
features seem at first sight to be very unusual or even, for 
some of them, unique in Cairene architecture. 


All the inscriptions on this building are Qur’Anic and do not 
indicate either the name of the founder, the dating of the 
building or the purpose of the foundation. 


There is no reference to this construction in the historical 
sources covering the Mamluk period; al—Maqrizi, Ibn Iyas, 
Taghri Bardi and ‘Ali Moubarak do not mention it. 


The only mention of it occurs rather late, in the Waqfeyya of 
| Messih Pasha — dated 1660— which determines its exact location 
and attributes it to the Mother of Sultan Hasan. 


Creswell, in 1919 rejected this attribution on the basis that 
the architectural features do not fit with such an early dating 
and chose to date al—Sultaniyyaé to the second quarter of the XVth c. 


| 
| 
| 
_ These are the given elements, apart from Creswell's partial 
| analysis, very little has been written about alesultaniyya 
and the problems remain unsolved. 

| 


At present some of the solutions can only be reached through 
a careful study of the given architectural elements. 


_ the name of the founder remains unkwown, but I prove in the 

| soneee of this paper that none of the architectural elements 
ances seve by Creswell as arguments to refute a XIVth century 

ie . stand in the face of more recent research; and I chose 
revain the popular attribution to the Mother of Sultan Hasan 

until further research brings up a wagqf deed with the undeniable 

identity of the founder. | 





——— oe - 





As for the function, I believe that this building was a khanqgah 
Since in Cairo, when in the city twin dome constructions are 
associated with madrasas, but when in the cemeteries they are 
associated with khangahs; the rooms on the SW side were 


probably used as cells. 


The main contribution of this paper is the dating of this 

building whthin a four year period, namely between 1356 and 

1360 placing al-Sultaniyya in the architectural context of 

Cairene Mamluk monuments comparing and contrasting its 

features, usual and unusual, with simiJar ones in dated buildings. 


This dating is based on a comparative study of the following 
structural and decorative elements: 

A- Ihe ribbed stone domes: the period during which this type 
exists multifariously and with a high degree of inventiveness 
is limited between 1346 and 1382. A 

B—- The lay-out: is characteristically of Anatolian inluence 
which is at its stongest in Cairo between 1356 and 1362. 

C— Ihe decorative features: 

(1) Square Kufi: each Square element of the square kufi 
band around the cylindrical drum of the northern dome of al—Sultaniyya 
is identical to the square panel above the left Side niche of 
the Porch of the Madrasa of Sultan Hasan (1356-62) . 

(2) The Foliate Motifs: this fashion starts in 1349 and 
ends before 1368/9. 

D- fhe Minaret: is the most Securely datable element because 
it reflects a short lived fashion starting in 1349 and ending 
in 1360. 

Thus al~Sultaniyya should be placed between 1356 and 1360. 


Al-Sultaniyya presents common features with the Madrasa of 

Sultan Hasan (1356-62): 

(a) The mihrab of the iwan of al—Sultaniyya is inspired from 

the side niches of the porch of the Madrasa. 

49) aie arrangement and text of the Square kufi panel around 

SRE indrical drum of the northern dome is identical to that 

2 fe marble panel above the left side niche of the Porch. 

ee common two unique features seem to indicate that they were 
he achievement of the Same mind or group of craftsmen; the more so 
Since they chronologically belong to the same period. 


ss SS eee - = 
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The Sultaniyya with its two domes crowning high cylindrical 
drums of a very fine esthetic effect was indeed a provocative 
and successful architectural achievement both from the 
structural point of view and from the esthetic one. It is 

an extension of the imaginative impetus, characteristic of 
sultan Hasan ‘s Madrasa. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The "Sultaniyya" has two Index numbers 288 and 289. 

In the early years the minaret was considered as a 

separate building (see Comité 1894, 1895, 1896, 1902), 

and called "le Minaret du Nord". Later on, as in the 
Index to Mohammedan Monuments in Cairo, Survey of Egypt 1951, 
the twin domes and the minaret are considered as two parts 

of the same building, each one keeping its Index number, 

as on the Map of 1948. But the two elements are indicated as 
one monument on the 1938 plan of the minaret drawn under 

the sponsorship of the Comité de la Conservation des 
Monuments Arabes as part of a projected restoration of 

the minaret belonging to the "Turba al-Sultdniyya", called 
here, in between parenthesis and for the first time 

Khawand Samra ( la—w > ). This is the first 

appearance of this name; the previous plan, in the files 

of the Antiquity Department, of the two domes and iwan 
made in in 19356 gives no mention of such a name, and does 
not consider the minaret as part of the Sultaniyya at all. 


Ihe complex is located at the foot of the Citadel in the 
area called al Qarafa al—-Kubra. It is called al—Sultaniyya 
from a reference in the Waqffyya of Messih Pasha (dated 
1071 H : 1660 A.D.) which describes it as the Madrasa 

of Umm al-Sultan Hasan known as the Madrasa al—Sultaniyya. 
Up to the present this is the only known reference in 

the literary sources to this building. 


The building in its present state consists of two domes 
symmetrically flanking an iwan with the remains of a 
pishtaq facade roofed with a domical vault. 25 meters 10 
to the NW of this structure there is a minaret which 

18 free standing. 


The main problems raised by this building are basically 

that it is undated and that the person who sponsored its 
construction is not known. The feminin ending of 
al-Sultaniyya indicates either a reference to the institution 
(e.g. al Madrasa al-Sultaniyya, al Turba al—Sultaniyya...) 

or to a person, in which case the builder could have 





| an either the mother or the wife of a Sultan. It is 

ee onlay attributed to the mother of Sultan Hasan 5 

put Creswell in his Brief Chronology rejects this | 
attribution and dates at. rather to the second quarter } 
of the XV th century.” Wiet in "Les Mosquées du Caire 
dates it to about 1440.*> Both are in opposition to the 
aetine of the Index which places the Sultaniyya Mausoleum 
and Minaret in the XIV th century at the end of the Bahri 
vemlik period. The present study will attempt to demonstrate 
that the Index dating of the complex, though rather to the 
mid XIV th century than to the end,is the correct one. 


It has been impossible until now to determine for whom this 
imposing complex was erected. There are no historical 
inscriptions on the parts of the building still standing 
| and no reference to it as “aleSultaniyya" in the historical 
| sources. I have consulted Maqrizi, Ibn Iyas, Taghri Birdi, 
| ‘Ali Moubarak, but have been unable to find the name. I 
therefore could not search for the WaqfPyya or for a 
precise historical reference stating the name of the 
| builder and the date of the construction. 


| A further problem is the purpose and function of the 
building. Was it a madrasa as it is stated in the Waqffyya 
of Messih Pasha p. 42 and a turba (stated p. 48) ? Or was 

| it a turba and a khangah which is more in line with 

| Cemetry Architecture ? To my knowledge examples of 

| madrasas built in cemetries are rare and late (e.g. Inal, 

| 1451/56). What is usually built in cemetries are Mosques, 

| Khangahs, Ribaéts, Sebil-Kutabs or merely Mausoleums 

| or Turbes in Hoshs. 


Problems of a different order are the architectural ones. 
Al-Sultaniyya is an unusual building in many respects. 
_ _ Creswell himself recognises it "when one comes to examine 
| its architectural features one is surprised to find many 
| of them unique, or almost unique in Egypt, which adds 
to the difficulty of dating it."©® 


eaten 
i eee 
“7 pp. 314, 318, 319, 323, 326. 


cae 
Brief Chronology, p.128. 











The architectural and decorative features which are 
certainly not common in the Mamluk architecture of Cairo 
are the double dome (there are two domes, an outer one 
which is high with a curve of more then a hemisphere, 

and an inner one which is more shallow, a little less 
then a hemisphere) ; thehigh drum ; the stalactite corbelling 
at the base of each of the ribs of the outer dome; the 
square kufi band around the cylindrical drum of the 
northern dome; the low-carved floral motifs. 


Part I of this thesis will describe the Sultaniyya in its 
present state, chmparing each described feature with 
dated relevant buildings. This part also comprises a 
description of the unfinished aspect of the complex, 

the restoration which has been carried on it and the 
presentation of an attempted reconstruction. The last 
section will deal with inscriptions in relation both 

to content and decorative aspects. 


The inscriptions on this building are selely Quranic 
and do not give either a date or the purpose of the 
building. Part II, a search for these in the available 
historical and literary evidence is inconclusive. 


Having found nothing definite in the Arabic and European 
sources, I turn in Part III to the existing architectural 
evidence. From a careful study of the architectural 
features - relating them to pre-existing local ones 

and comparing them to dated buildings in Cairene Mamluk 
architecture = I shall attempt to deduce an approximate 
dating of the whole complex. 































PART I : THE PRESENT STATE OF THE 
SULTANIYYA COMPLEX. 


A. PRESENT STATE : 


c+) 
The main part of the monument called on the Map al—Sultaniyya 
(Index number 288) is a complex formed of an iwan flanked 
by two domes, one decorated and one apparently incomplete. 


At present, one enters the complex on the NE side through 
the northern dome, by means of what was originally a 
window, now at ground level and used as a door. A door 

| on the same axis as this entrance gives access to the 

| central iwan. 


_ The iwan is now partly inhabited: a small room; leaning 

| against the right wall of the lwan, occupies a little 

| more than half its area, and blocks the passage to the 

| courtyard. It is built out of squared stone from the 

| original building. At the NE of this room, in the empty 
Space, there is a modern tomb. 


The door from the iwan into the southern dome has been 

blocked. The southern dome Can now only be reached from 
another section of the former courtyard, now covered 

by new tombs and funerary stelae. The present entrance 

to this dome was originally a window. 


B. PLAN. 


(1) IWAN FLANKED BY Two DOMES: 
-a- Measurements: 


The measurements of the domes are as follows: Exteriorly, 
each domed chamber is 8 m 52 cm, Square. Interiorly,. the 
stween the walls is 5 m 70 cm. All the walls 
| have the Same thickness of 1m41 cm. The window and door 
Openings are lm 20 cm wide, the height ef the windows 
On the side and rear facade being 1m 74 cm. Each of the 
) 
) EStabli shed in 1948 by the Survey Department. | 
ee The Plan was drawn in 1936 by the Comité de la Conservation 
Hie Arabes aS part of a projected restoration of the 
in the aioe 2nd the iwan of the Sultaniyya mausoleum situated 
in the SiyUti Cemetry. It is in the files of the Antiquity Department. 
Ng 
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two doors leading to the sahn (now blocked) was 1 m 06 wide 
on the exterior; the interior width is equal to 1 m20, 
that of all the other openings. 


The dimensions of the iwan are 7m 15 by 852, not taking 
into account the projection of the mihrab on the rear 
facade which is 65 cm deep and 2m 65 wide. 


The orientation of the three mihrabs was found to be 
approximately 1235 2°, while the correct Mecca orientation 
should be 155 2. The diversion is thus of 12 2 , 


fhe distance between the two domed structure and the now 
free standing minaret is 25 m 10. 


One may deduce from the ground plan “> that these are twin 
domes with equal measurements and identical plans, 
dimensions and number of windows and of doors. 


in the southern dome, the two windows on the SW wall are 
blind, because they were not on an ex#erior wall of the 
building, but on a wall which adjoined other constructions, 
possibly the cells of ga kKhangah. 


Each of these square chambers had two doors, one on the 
axis of the mihrab and one opening onto the central iwan. 


But although the ground plans are so symmetrical and 
identical, there are many differences in the architectural 
features, in the construction and in the decoration of 
these two domes. 


A pishtaq crowns the facade of an iwan with a half domical 
vault. Its mihrab is a niche with Stalactite decoration in 
Six tiers which is exceptional in Cairene architecture. 


Ke ay turn to a detailed analysis of each of the elements 
4S complex : the iwan, the decorated dome and the 
undecorated one, 


LSS Sete eteestespeaseey 
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See ground plan on the next page « 
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Kessler , 
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-b= The Iwan: 





The iwan, although partly rebuilt, follows the original 
design.“ Its facade is of a rectangular pishtaq form and 
is framed by a double torus moulding which also runs 
around the upper part of the rest of the building; the 
moulding does not end where the wall presently ends. 
§mall water spouts interrupt this moulding twice in front 
of each dome and thrice on the rear facade. 


fhe arched opening of the iwan is surrounded by one 

course of stones (of a different color) set as stretchers. 
This course outlines the arch and interlaces at the top 

in a knot which links this surrounding band with that 

which underlines the rectangular shape of the pishtaq. 

These two stone bands are of the same color which contrasts 
with that of the stones used in the rest of the construction. 


(See ill. below). 
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At the springing of the arch, there is an inscription 

band in naskhi on a floral scroll ground which starts at the 
right side with the basmala, runs around the inside of 

the iwan, and ends on the léft side on the exterior. It is 
a Qur’anic inscription which contains the first verses of 


the Surat Yassin. ‘” 


The inner roofing of the iwan is a so called ‘'arc de cloftre, 
#.e. a Simplified domical vault. To my knowledge, this 

is the only iwan with such a stone vault in Cairo ( see 
illustration below ). 
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Yet, this type of vault is quite often seen on a smaller 
Saar on Cairene monuments as in the vaults of two guard rooms 
and corridors on the north walls of Badr al Djamali (1087), 


and inside the Bab al Nasr as roofing for the two lateral niches; or 


WD 
‘See Part TE pet 








as upper arches framing windows in the mausoleums of the 
Salar and Sangar al-—Gawli complex (1303/4)— see ill. below 
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in a vault inside the entrance porches of the Khanqgah of 
Shaykhu (1355) and of the Madrasa of Sirghitmish (1356); 
or as in the Madrasa al-Baqariyya (1374) where the cloister 
vault roofs the projecting part of the entrance portal..... 


Cairene architects thus knew how to make such a vault, 
and commonly did it on a small scale; apparently the 
architect of al-Sultaniyya was the first one to use it 
successfully on a large scale. 


One other example of such a vault used for roofing an iwan 

1s in Aleppo, in the Madrasa al Shadhbakhtiyya (1193) \” 

| There are two other early occurences of cloister vaults on 

| a smaller scale, both in Aleppo : as roofing for the west 
entrance porch of the Mashhad al Husain (1173) and that 
of the Madrasa al-Sultaniyya al—Zahiriyya (1223/4) ‘© 


Aleppo and Cairo seem to be the only places where this type 


of vault — which is more characteristic of Western architecture - 


is Seen ; 1% is not at all common ébther in Anatolia or in 
Palestine or in Persia. 


Se 
“plerzteld, CIA, pl. CV (a). 
Ibid., pl. XCVII (b). 


\*Tbid., pe 279. 
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—-c- THE MIHRAB OF THE IWAN : 

2a eS eee ee 

The iwan contains an elaborately carved stone mihrab 
with a stalactite niche which is very close in profile, 
proportions, material, elements and style of decoration 
to the side niches of the porch of the Madrasa of Sultan 
Hasan (1356/62) - see illustrations p. 1! —. 


The mihrab and these two niches are both in the form of 
a four centered arch. Although the decoration of the 
mihrab is more elaborate then that of the side niches, 
they have in common the following features: 


(1) The general composition of the frame and the division 
of space: “') In the mihrab of al—Sultaniyya, a framing 
band, covered with folliate arabesque of pointed leaves 
and undulating scroll in low relief, delimits qa large 
rectangular area with a small rectangular panel at the top 
containing a Qur anic inscription, and below a larger 
rectangle into which is inserted the stalactite niche | 
with spandrels carved in low rel@ef with foliate motifs.\> 
At the level of the fourth tier of stalactites, the two 
thin, uncgrved bands which frame the spandrels interlace 
and form a guilloche pattern, which is not a particularly 
Sharacteristic Mamluk decorative feature (see ill. below). 
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The framing band and the guilloche pattern. come to an 

end at the level of the upper part of the second tier 

of mugarnas, where they are replaced by the uncarved 
stones of the restoration of the lower part of the 
mihrab. One course below the first tier of stalactites 
there is on each side of the niche a blank space evidently 
originally occupied by two engaged columns. 


In the side niches of the Sultan Hasan porch the division 
of the space is identical: the framing band is thinner 

and undecorated but covers the same distance and frames 

the same elements in the same fashion. It continues 
uninterrupted round a rectangular inscfiption panel, round 
the rectangular frame of the mihrab, and round the arch 

of the niche where it interlaces at the apex and forms 

a knot. It then continues around the arch of the niche 

and ends on the sides into an unusual guilloche pattern 

in which a pointed oval alternates with irregular elongated 
polygons which result from the intersection of this band 
and another part of it which descends vertically from 

the rectangular area above the apex of the niches. Below 
the last tier of stalactites the double band mwuns horizontally 
inside the niche; it then returns to the vertical irregular 
guilloche pattern of the Borders (see ftlsBa..Qeorr ). The 
spandrels of the niche are decorated in marble inlay 

with a single calix with a base in the form of a knot 
flanked by two symmetrical pointed leaves. 


The lower part of the niche, below the springing of the 
mugarnas is covered by au inlaid strapwork of overall 
linear geometric design. This niche is flanked by two 
small en aged columns with stalctite capitals surmounted 
by an ‘of continuous folite scroll enclosing a vertical 
trilobed leaf with a central knot (see ill. below). 
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(2) The composition and structure of the stalactites: 





The mihrab of the iwan of al—Sultaniyya is decorated by 
stalactites in six tiers. 


The first tier contains ten regular stalactites; broad 
and shallow niches alternate with thinner ones, which 
are more curved at the apexes. 


Thes; second tier contains twelve irregular stalactites. 
Except for the two, at the begining and end of the tier, 
each pair of niches points inwards to form one Larger 
niche dissected into two parts (see drawing below). 
There are five units of these larger niches. 





Niches two and four on each side are relatively thin, 
elongated and more curved at the apexes then the central 
one. They give depth fo the composition. 


The third tier contains twelve stalactites, alternately 
decorated and undecorated. The plain ones are very thin 
and elongated and the decorated ones are relatively 
wide and have shell-like hoods in the upper two thirds 
of their surface ( see ill.1 next page) e 


ay Scalloped motif closely recalls that which can 
e seen on the various parts of the porch of the Madrasa 
of Sultan Hasan in Cairo (1356/62), as for example at 


{4 



















| the base of the columns ( i11. 3 ); on the cornice 

| of the mastabas on each side ( ill. 2); at the base 

| of the two vertical bands of arabesque which frame 

| the portal (ill. 4 ); om the top most tier of the 

| stalactite canopy of the window in the porch itself 
(aga. 5) 3) and finally, on the top tier of the 
four-tier stalactite cornice above the side niches (il1.¢). 
Similar, but not identical niches can be seen on the 
upper tier of stalactites on the cenotaph of the Emir 
Sirghitmish (1356) - illustrations + & $ .TI1 have 
found no other examples of identically decorated stalactites 
in the architecture of Cairo. 
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The fourth tier also has twelve niches. At each end 
of the tier there is one niche which is decorated 
similarly to the carved ones on the previous tier, 
with @ shell like motif wheth covers two thirds of 
its surface. The other niches, excluding those immediately 
next to the decorated ones, are arranged Similarly to 
those on the second tier - though here they are closer 

to each other, however, and more curved — each pair of 
niches being directed inwards to form a larger niche 
cut in two slices. There are four such compositions. 


On the fifth tier the number of niches decreases to 

eight; the three central ones are divided by grooved 

lines into three parts, in a somewhat shallow fluting. 
Their outline recalls the profile of the mihrab niche. 

At either end of the tier there is one niche which 

directly faces forwards, not fitting the direction 

of the other niches which are arranged on the circumference 
of a circle, it has no structural fonction, only a 
decorative one (see drawing below). 






On the Sixth tier: there are five niches of the same 
profile as those on the preceding tier, but smaller. 
All the mugarnas, whether shallow, thin, elongated, 








carved or plain have a grooved frame which surrounds 
each niche. 


At the apex of the conch there is a half twelve=pointed star 
rosette concavely fluted surrounded by irregular hexagons 
characteristic of such star rosette. The lower points 

of these hexagons or ‘mailles'(as Bourgoin calls them) 

abut on to the apices of the uppermost tier of stalactites. 
These ‘mailles’ are filled with inverted trefoils with 

a carefully moulded profile outline, each leaf contains a 
pointed petal-like knot. The stems of the calixes join 
behind the apex of each hexagon and themselves form 

part of a twelve point rosette. The: ‘mailles* are 
executed in regularly interlacing grooved strapwork. 

The straps at the apex of the ‘mailles' interlace and 

form the outside border of the uppermost tier of 
stalactites ( see ill. 1 & 2 on the next page ). 


The side niches in the Madrasa of Sultan Hasan are in 
five tiers of stalactites. 


On the first tier there are seven rather shallow niches, 
some relief is given by the pendants of the upperjtier. 
They are in the form of a half elght-—pointed star and 

| are placed so as to be pendants or corbels to the 

| alternating narrow elongated niches of the second tier. 


There are sixteen niches on the second tier, alternately 
wide and thin. Between two wide niches there is a projecting 
area in which is carved a narrow niche. 


the one at both ends of the tier which face forwards 
and are not dispased on the semi circle of the mihrab, 
| all the other niches are arranged so that each two are 
| directed towards each ‘other forming compositions of 
| larger niches in two parts, seven in all ( see drawing p.!>). 


: On the third tier there are also sixteen niches. Excluding 
| 


On the fourth tier there are ten niches; the six central 
ones are divided by grooved lines into a shallow fluting 
in three parts, 


The seven niches on the last tier are plain. Inside the 

hood of the side niche there is a fluted star rosette 

With seven elongated branches which interlace at the apex 

Of the stalactites on the upper tier and then surrounds them 
(see ill, 3 on the next page). 
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Stalactite mihrabs are n&t a common feature in Mamluk 
Architecture. In Cairo there are three cases of mihrabs 

with one tier only of stalactites:at the base of the 

conch of the mausoleum of al—Saw&bi (1285); of the mausoleum 

of Salar al Gawli (1303/4); and of the mausoleum of 

Badr al Din al Qarafi (1309/10). There are two cases 

of mihrabs with two tiers of stalactites at the base of 

a fluted conch: that of the mausoleum of Tatar al Hidjaziyya 
(1348 or 1360) and that of "Anas" in the Northern Cemetry (1382). 


In all these mihrabs the one or two tiers of niches are 
in stucco, in simple compositions and structures and 
the units are undecorated. 


Unlike these, the stalactites of the mihrab of al—Sultaniyya 
and the two side niches of the Madfasa of Sultan Hasan, 

are of stone and consist of five or six tiers in complex 
compositions of niches with variations in their position, 
structure and decoration. 


They show marked similarities in the generak composition 

of the frame and division of space, the framing band 

of the upper rectangular inscription panel, and wag 

also surrounds the four centered arch of the niches. 

The guilloche pattern which is not a usual Mamluk decorative 
feature is seen on both examples; and in both cases 

engaged columns appear to have flanked the niches. There 
are also Similarities in the composition and structure 

of the stalactites: in the number of tiers and the number 
and arrangement of niches on each tiere In the mihrab there 
are six tiers; on the first there are ten niches, then 
twelve for the next three tiers then eight and finally five. 
In the side niche éf the Madrasa of Sultan Hasan there are 
five tiers, with seven niches on the first tier, sixteen 
on the next two tiers, then ten and finally seven. 

In each case two or three tiers have an identical number 
of stalactites instead of the usual gradual progression 
from top to bottom. Moreover, the unusual feature of 

pairs of niches with apexes directed towards each coher 

so aS to form a larger composition (see drawing p. |7 ) 

1S seen on the second tier of the mihrab where there are 
five such compositions and in the third tier of the side 
niches where these are seven. 








Another unusual feature which can be seen in both examples 
is the two niches at either end of the fifth tier in the 
mihrab and of the third tier in the Side niches when 

face directly forwards and are not disposed on a semicircle 
( see drawing Pe ).- Another feature which they have in 
common is a type of niche with a three part flat fluting 
such as on the fifth tier of the mihrab and the fourth tier 


of the Side Niches. 


Finally the same decorative elements drs found at the topmost 
central part of both conches: at the apex of the mikrab 
there is a twelve pointed star rosette concavely fluted 
surrounded by hexagons which interlace and form the 

outside border of the upper tier of stalactites. In the 

side niches the fluted star rosette has only seven branches 
which also interlace at the apex of the uppermost tier of 
niches and surrounds them. 


Professor John Michael Rogers has shown in his "Seljuk 
Influence on the Monuments of Cairo" that the Side Niches 
of the porch of the Madrasa of Sultan Hasan are very close 
in style to the side niches of the Gdk Medrese in Sivas 
(1271/2). This Anatolian influence is also seen in the 
Mihrab of al-Sultaniyya and then never again in Cairo. 

But the mihrab is not a copy of the side niches, it is 
more elaborate in structure, decoration and details. 

It seems to be a slightly different and original interpretation 
of the same pattern and idea which inspired the architect 
of Sultan Hasan who adapted the Anatolian model. 


Because these three niches are so similar in proportions, 
Shape and decoration and because they are unique in 

Cairene architecture, it is tempting to suggest the 
possibility that they were thesdapkation and the achievement 
of the same artist or of someone of the same school; 

and that the mihrab of al-Sultaniyya was made shortly 

after the Side Niches of the porch of the Madrasa of 

Sultan Hasan. 





“Study read in a condensed form to the 3rd International 
Congress of Turkish Arts at Cambridge in July 1967. 





-d— THE DOMES = 
_ 
Undoubtedly the most striking elements of al-—Sultaniyya 


are the two domes which rest on two equal square chambers 
flanking the central iwan. Externally these two domes 

are quite similar, but not identical. The more one studies 
their structural elements, their construction method and 
their decoration, the greater the differences in details 
between them appear,to the point that it is often suggested 
that they were neither made at the same period nor by 


the same hand. 


But a close study of the ground plan of these two domed 
chambers shows that they are part of a perfectly 
symmetrical complex which has been conceived and designed 
by a single mind, who, moreover, had enough space for 
building to allow him to introduce no distortions in 

the plan. This is a characteristic of cemetry architecture 
in contrast to town architecture where the funerary 
monuments are to fit into a limited area and are distorted 
to adjust to street alignements-” 


In al-Sultaniyya, the square chambers are of equal size, 

their walls of the same thickness and the windows and 

doors of the same length.*’ Moreover, there is no architectural 
break in bond or difference in stone laying to support 

the view of a later addition. It was planned as a complex 
comprising two equal domes flanking an iwan, similarly 


to the plan of the khangah of Qawsun, a few meters away, 


in the Qarafa al—Kubra, which originally had two domes 
on each side of the gibla riwaqs’’ Another example of 
@ symmetrical plan is the khangah of Faradj ibn Barquq 


in the Northern Cemetry (1401/10), which is on a rectangular 


plan with two equal domes on either side of the qibla riwiqs, 
with at the NW end of the rectangle, two identical minarets. 





See Dr. Christel Kessler's paper presented in the 
1969 Millenary off Cairo: " Funeral Architecture within 
the City ", 

See paragraph on measurements in section B, p. 4&5. 

‘This was demonstrated in " The Khanqah of Qawsun ", 
an unpublished research paper presented by ‘Adil Yassin 
to Dr. Christel Kessler in June 1970. 
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We will first anzlyse the common elements of these twin 
stone domes each on a very high cylindrical drum and 
with stalactite corbelling at the base of each rib. 


(1) On the exterior a low tranbitional zone three courses 
of stone in height, which is octagonal in the northern 
dome and dodecagonal in the other one. 


(2) An unusually high cylindrical drum pierced at the 

base by series of windows of five courses in height 

in each case. Above the windows, the circular drum 

extends for seven courses of stone more ( see ill. below We 
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_ (3) A band of Naskni inscription which in both cases 

is the Ayat al Kursi, on the course of stones immediately, 
below the stalactite te serene oe the ribs of the dome. 
(4) Above the inscription band, three tiers of stalactite 
corbelling are at the base of each of the ribs of the 
domes. The ribs and their bases are separated by a 

convex V shaped moulding between each; the moulding is 
continued downwards by a concave groove. Thus each rib and 
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jts stalactite corbelling forms a complete and independent 
unit by itself (see ill. below). 





A section of these three tiers stalactite corbellings 
shows that the first one is on half an eight pointed star 
with the profile of a fan-shaped pendant; the second 
contains four complete niches which fit in between the 
points of the truncated star; and the third tier ,which 


is on half a ten pointed star, contains five niches 
(see drawings below). 
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All these compact elements at the base of each rib give 
to the domes a Slighly bulbous profile even though the 


ribs themselves are not curved. 


(5) These twin stone domes are double. They have an 
exterior shell which rests on a high cylindrical drum, 
and is more than a hemisphere; and an inner dome, also 
in stone, which is less than a hemisphere. 


The northern mausoleum has an inner dome constructed in 
successive concentric courses of stone. The inner dome 
of the southern mausoleum is built in the experimental 
fashion of a twelve sided domical vault. Both inner 
domes have at their apex a roundel with a low carved 
floriated motif painted on a light green ground 

( see illustrations below ). — 
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(6) In the two square chambers the stalactite transitional 
gone at the corners is placed so that two thirds of its 
height is still in the square area of the chamber, and 
only the last third of it is actually at the height of 

the external octagonal or dodecagonal transition zone 


(see drawing below) « 
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The cornice, which traditionally marks the beginning of 
the transition zone is here an architectural element 

which lingers: the architect retained the cornice although 
there is no longer any point in using it as a separation 
between the square base and the circle because the 
transition zone starts from the square; he inserted 

it below the transitional zone, nine courses of stone 
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below the dodecagonal drum in the southern dome, and 
seven courses below the circular drum in the northern 


1 
mausoleum. °') 


(7) Inside each domed chamber is an undecorated stone 
mihrab each of which was originally flanked by two columns. 
Their height 1S now considerably reduced of a rise in 

the ground level (see illustrations below). 








Ours. Layla Serag al Din, who is presently interested 

in this point, has attracted my attention to this feature. 
She found that the earliest dated example is in the 
Mausoleum of Fatma Khatun (1283/4); it is also present 

in the undated example of “Abdallah al Manufi in the 
Qarafa al—Kubra ( XIII th century ). 






























The differences between the two domes may be divided 
into structural differences and @isSimilarities in 


decoration o 


~j- Structural Differences : 

On the exterior there are two minor structural differences: 
the shape of the transitional base of the domes and 

the number and shape of the windows at the base of the 
drum. In the northern mausoleum, the cylindrical drum 
rests on an octagonal base and is pierced by sixteen 
four-centered arched windows. In the southern dome, the 
cylindrical drum rests on a dodecagonal base; it is 
pierced by twelve windows which are larger and sligthly 
pointed at the apex of the arch ( presumably to lighten 
the load of the domical vault ). 


In the interior, however, there are more striking differences. 
(1) The coursing of the inner dome of the narthern mausoleum 
is in eight concentric circles, each row contains sixteen 
stones which become gradually smaller so that the joints 

of one course fall in the center of the stones of the next 
course. The inner drum is cylindrical. In the southern 
mausoleum, the inner dome is a twelve sided domical vault, 
each of the twelve triangles which form the domical vault 

is composed of eight courses of stone which reduce 
progressively towards the center. The inner profile 

of the drum is dodecagonal. This is an elaborate experimental 
dome construction unique in the Mamluk architecture of Cairo.’ 
(see illustrations p.25).- 


(2) The conches of the mihrabs in the domed chambers 
are structurally different: one is made by rhomboid 
stones set diagonally in five rows, while the other 
is made by two simple horizontal courses of stones 
of a larger scale than the rest of the construction. 


In the northern mausoleum the mihrab is a four-centered 
arched niche. The upper part offthe niche recalls persian 
Seljuk brickwork technique of plastering bricks into a 
vault for decorative purposes. Here stones are used 
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“The only example which coukd be compared to it is one 
of the small shallow half domes roofing the passage on the 


street side inside the mausoleum of the Emir Sirghitmish (1356). 
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jnstead of bricks and there are five rows of stones 
set diagonally to form a somewhat irregular chequered 


pattern (see ill. below). 





In the southern dome the mihrab niche is a four-centered 
arched niche. The mihrab is composed of six rows of 
horizontally coursed stones of the same size. The conch 
of the niche is formed by two horizontal courses also, 

but these are of a larger size than those in the rest 

of the construction. An amusing detail is that although 
the stones are sét so simply, some person at a later 
date, has drawn in over the horizontal stones with black 
chalk or charcoal the shape of lozenges as a reminiscence 
of the stone disposition in the mihrab of the northern 


dome (see ill. p. Zt). 


(3) There is a cenotaph in poor state of conservation 
in the center of the southern domed chamber. There are 
no inscriptions on it, and only a few stones remain of 
the original construction. There is no trace of such a 
cenotaph inside the northern dome. 
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_ji- Differences in Decoration : 

The basic difference between the two domes is that 

the northern one is decorated externally and internally 
and the other dome totally lacks decoration. Its only 
decoration is an architectural feature: the construction 
of an inner dome in a twelve sided domical vault with 

a floral medallion at the apex of the inner dome. 


On the exterior the northern dome has a decorated drum 
pierced by sixteen windows. The area surrounding these 
windows is filled by a complex symmetrical low carved 
folietemotif ” which is repeated in the area between 
the apex of one window and the apex of the next one 
(see drawing below) « 

} 





Above this area, and on the next seven courses of stones, 
there is a band of square kufi on an uninterrupted grid 
of sixteen squares. Each square unit consists of the 
combination of the five names of the Prophet and his 
first four Khalifs: Mohamed, Aba Bakr, “Umar, “Uthman 
and “Ali.@)y 


The cylindrical drum is crowned by a somewhat damaged 
naskhi inscription which occupies one course of stoneS. © 


This band is the only decorative feature common to both domes; 





“See Part III, Section 3 (hg 10 Ware 
Y see Part I, section E, 2 (a), peS4. 
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apart from a similar inscription in a better state of 
conservation, the cylindrical drum of the southern 
mausoleum is undecorated. 


In the interior, the difference in decoration between 
the two domes is even more striking.(%¢e Uusts. went paged 


In the northern dome the Stalactite pendentive is in six tiers. 
It starts with a flat two sided pendant contiguous with 

the corner wall. Above it, on the second tier, a flat niche 
delimits the depth of the projection between the stalactite 
composition and the corner wall. 


On tier three there are seven niches; the one at both 

ends of the tier is merely outlined on the wall, with no 
relief. The following one on each side is a curved half niche 
with a structural function. The two niches flanking 

the central one are regular undecorated ones. The most 
remarkable element in the whole composition is the central 
niche: it deepens until it reaches the flat niche on tier 

two which is adjacent to the corner wall. It forms a 

"deep composition" interrupting the gradual progression 

of the stalactite pendentivé ( see drawing below ). 
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The inner surface of this composition is octagonal in plan. 
It is decorated by a large four pointed star, the points of 
which are set at four of the sides of the octagon. Inside 
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this star, a smaller four pointed star is inscribed, 

with its points in the direction of the faceted apexes 

of the octagon. The points of the smaller star abut 

in the middle of the points of the larger ones and 

divide them into four parts ( see drawing and ill. below Nic 





On the next two tiers the stalactites are arranged 
vertically above those of the previous tier instead 

of being set alternatively. This is a unique feature 
accérding to Creswell$” Of the nine stalactites of 

the fourth tier, only the three central ones, cut in 
four flat slices by grooved lines, are vertically above 
those of the previous tier, while the three niches on 
each side are closely similar in disposition and shapes 
to those flanking the central niche on tier three; with 
the first one merely outlined, the second one a curved 
half niche and the third one a regular undecorated niche. 





) 
“Creswell, ‘Brief Chronology of Mohamedan Monuments’, p.129. 





On tier five, the five central niches are set vertically 
above those of the fourth tier. They are divided into 


two halves by a deep double grooved line (see drawing below). 





The two niches at each end of the tier are regular 
undecorated rather shallow stalactites. 


All the niches in this stalactite pendentive composition 
are surrounded by a grooved frame. 


Thi scomplex stalactite pendentive is crowned by one tier 
of stalactites which runs uninterrupted below the 
cylindrical drum. Each niche is surrounded by a double 
frame and has a fluted shell—like hood ending in a 

flat V shape (see drawing below). 7 





Above this uninterrupted tier, there is a small cavetto 
which is the final link between the lower transitional 
zone and the cylindrical drum. 


Above the inner cylindrical drum there are three decorative 
elements. In the lower part, above the cavetto, a band 
of uninterrupted plated pseudo kufi in a continuous 


repetition of the same element: a central complex 2ntrelac 
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framed by two vertical knotted bands on each side.‘ 


The area between the windows is decorated by a low 
carved complex symmetrical foliet« motif which is repeated 
in the area between two windows.” 


Finally, above the windows and ending at the point 
where the concentric coursing of the inner dome starts, 
there is a thuluth inscription carved in low relief 

and painted in dark brown.« 


At the apex of the inner dome there is a roundel with 
a low carved symmetrically repetitive foliet motif 
painted in dark brown and enhanced by the light green 
color of the background$*fhe similarity of decoration 
of the keystone of the two domes seems to indicate 
one craftsman for both,all the more so because that 
central roundel is the only decorative element inside 
the southern mausoleum where the emphasis 1S more on 
structure than on decoration and which is characterized 
by a bare and austere architecture remeniscent of the 
Mausoleum of Salar al-Gawli (1303/4). 


The stalactite pendentive in the southern mausoleum 

is in five tiers. There are only two niches in the 

second tier, larger than the ones on the following tiers 
and distorted towards the center: the two thirds on the 
border is almost flat, and the last third is in relief and 
gives depth to the niche. The projecting part of these 
niches rest on the three sided fan-shaped pendant on 

the first tier which links the stalactite pendentive 

to the lower part of the corner wall and starts the 
stalactite composition. 


There are three niches on the third tier; two rather 
Shallow ones flank a deep and pointed one. On the fourth 
tier there are four complete niches and on each border, 
one pendant with irregular sides. Each pendant supports 
two niches on the fifth tier: the two small sides fit 
into the last niche which has only one quarter of its 
surface curved; and the two larger sides fit into the 
second niche. 


\YSee Part I, Section E, 2(c) for a detailed analysis of 
this type of script. 

C)See Part III, Section 3 (b), p.1!4 

“See Part I, Section EB, 2(b), p.S6 

‘See Part III, Section 3 (bv), pews 
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On the fifth tier there are seven niches. The niches on 
the borders are flat in the three quarter of their surface 
and the last quarter is curved and raised. The other are 
jdentical by pairs; the central one is the largest. 


This stalactite pendentive although quite unusual according 
+o Greswell”’is austere : no complex structural and 
decorative composition. The niches are undecorated — except 
for the grooved frame which surrounds each one of them — 

in fewer tiers and less numerous than in the northern 
mausoleum. Moreover, the niches in each tier are not 

placed veftically above those of the preceding tier, but 
alternately as in most of the Cairene transitional zones. 


Above the stalactite pendentive there is no continuous 
tier of decorated stalactites, no floriated carving 
over the spandrels and arches of the windows and no 
bands of inscription. 


ES > 


W) 
Creswell, "Brief Chronology of Mohamedan Monuments", p. 129. 





At 25 m 10 north west of the two domes flanking the 

central iwan, there is a free standing minaret. This 

minaret must have been part of the Sultaniyya complex 

because of several architectural indications on the 

minaret : the cubic base of the square shaft of the 

minaret has on its SW wall, in contrast to the other 

three sides, no dressed stone. It also lacks the moulding 
which crowns the other three sides and which continues 

for a short distance around the west corner, which 

itself is edged with dressed stone (see illustrations below). 
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(2) THE FREE STANDING MINARET : 
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This cornice and the dressed stone areas indicate those 
parts of the minaret which were free standing. This 


enables us to suppose that the SW side was contiguous 
with a wall. 
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In fact a line projected from the SW side of the minaret 
to the iwan—dome construction gives a straight wall. It 

meets the NW wall of the northern dome at & point inside 
+he corner edging of dressed stone. At that point, there 
is an open vertical bond of one header and one stretcher 


(see illustrations below). 


——— ae ee es ey 


- Be | eae —_—--- 


, 
‘ 


ne — a , 


' 
' 


HH 
wy 
he 








—<— 


These are clear indications that there was a wall linking 
the iwan-—dome complex to the minaret. The extent of the 
junction on the SW Side is indicated by the corner edging 
of dressed stone. The wall — just before the corner - 
must evidently have made a 90 2 turn and continued on 

the NW side, so as to form an enclosure to the complex. 


The minaret therefore stood outside the enclosure wall 
on the NE and was free standing on three sides (see drawing below). 
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Further archeological evidence that the minaret was 
associated with the dome-iwan structure is the fact that, 
above the cubic base, on the SW side of the square shaft 
of the minaret there is an arched opening which gives 
access to the interior. The opening is placed too high 

to have been easily accessible from the ground. One can 
therefore assume that it must have been reached from the 
top of an enclosure wall. If the wall was not contemporary 
with the minaret, it would have been unreachable except 
by means of a long ladder; which as a general method of 
access is unheard of among Cairene minarets. 
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Two other examples in the area of the Qarafa al Kubra 
offer comparative material for projecting minarets, also 
free standing. Both show architectural traces of having 
bepn linked on one side only. These minarets are the 
Southern Minaret (dated in the Index to the XIVth century) 
and the Minaret of the Khangah of Qawsun (1337) - 


Te Southern Minaret seems to have been joined on the 

SB side as a photograph made in 1860 by F. Frith shows. 
Phe minaret of the Khanqah of Qawstn was also joined on 
the SE side as is shown by several architectural and 
decorative features. It was part of the Khangah which 
was originally @ complex with two domes. The minaret 
projected at the NW angle from the NW wall%? The entrance 


portal seems to have been at the opposite end of the 


facade on the street which came down from the Mukattam Hills 
behind the Citadel, towards the area of the Bab al Qarafa.? 


(see drawing below) « 





(see "The Khangah of Qawsun" by ‘Adil Yassin. 

(2) position of Basmalas on the buildings", unpublished research 
paper presented by ‘Adil Yassin to Dr. Christel Kessler, in 

May 1970, p. 9. 
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It thus appears quitepdssible that the plan of al—Sultaniyya 
was inspired by that of the Khangah of Qawstn, its direct 
neighbour. However, the minaret of al—Sultaniyya adjoins the 
Nw wall and not the NE one as in Qawsun and the Southern 


Minaret. 


Minarets projecting at corners of buildings are not seen 

in town architecture until the beginning of the XVIth 
century (Minaret of the Mosque of al-—Ghawri, 1509). However, 
there are five examples in the cemetries: the three 
minarets in the Southern Cemetry and two in the Northern 
Cemetery, i.e. the minaret of the Khangah of Tankizboughg® 
(1362) at the foot.of the Mukattam Hills (which no longer 
projects at a corner because of later additions); and 

the minaret of the Khangah/ Madrasa/ Mausoleum of Inal 
(1451/6), which also has lost its projection due to 

later additions. 
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(3) FORM OF THE COMPLEX : 


Al-Sultaniyya complex is rectangular in plan with on the 
SE side an iw&n flanked by two domes, and 25 ml10O at the 
NW, a minaret projecting at the NE corner of the wall 
enclosure. There are architectural evidences which show 
that the complex had an extension to the SW side : two 
vertical rows of open bonding run down the SW side of 
the square base of the southern dome. The first one is 
at the SE/SW corner wall, and the second one is 5m 60 

to the NW ( see illustrations below). 
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On the SW wall, between the two open stone bonds, the 
smooth surface recesses one stone deep at the height of 
the nineteenth course. On the area after the second 

open bond, the recess is at the twentyfourth course, thus 
higher. This seems to be the indication of the height of 
the cells, their length being the distance (5m60) between 
two open bonds. 
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An engraving made by Roberts in 1849 of the rear facade 


of al—-Sultaniyya shows that it was apparently much longer 


than it is actually with an extension to the SW (See ill. below). 
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On this engraving, it seems that the Sultaniyya wall was 
contiguous to the wall of the Qubba al-—Siyouti (which gives its 

name to the whole area called popularly Qarafat al—-Siyouti ) ; 





: \ Roberts, Egypt and Nubia, vol.III (1849), pl. 21. 
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and actually the distance between the wall of the little 
Qubba and the SW side of the southern dome is a little 


less than 5m50. 


Tf one makes on the engraving an approximate evaluation of 
the extension of the wall of the rear facade to the SW 

one finds it to be of about 5m50. It seems that the 

part which has disapeared was in two floors -at least— 
pierced by three small square windows on the top row, 
above the uncarved band of inscription; two small @ 

square windows flanking a rectangular one on the next row; 
and below, another rectangular window. 


A decorative feature also supports the architectural 
evidence: the uncarved recessed inscription band, which 
starts on the NE side of the northern dome and runs 
accross the whole rear facace does not end with the 
present end of the wall. The typical ansa which can 

be seen at the beginning of the present band does not 
exist here, clearly showing that the band was intended 


to continue. 


On the NW side of the southern dome, five courses of 

below the upper cornice, there is the first open bond 

work in the wall. This vertical row goes down to the ground; 
it starts higher than the open bond work on the NW wall 

of the northern dome (See ill. next pase.y, 


Moreover, on this side, at the border’, stones are set 
in relief seeming to indicate that there was a wall 
which stretched from the NW edge of the southern dome 
towards the NW, possibly to meet the entrance portal 


i 
COthe total length of the rear facade is the sum of 


the north dome + the south dome + the iwan = 8.52 + 8.52 + 7.15= 24.19. 


This distance 1S equal to 6 cm 50 on Roberts! engraving; 
thus each em. 1 St i j ivi 
> 4s equal to about 3.70 in reality (24 m 19 divided 
by 6 cm 50 = 3m70) . The total distance measured on the 
drawing is equal to 8 cm. Therefore it was extending of 
1 cm 50 more than now; this extension amounts to about 5 m 50. 
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which was probably on the street side. Here also, one 

can clearly see the difference of thickness of one stone, 

it starts here ten courses of stones from the top. Was there 
an upper room at this level, with a ceiling at the 

level of the tenth row ? 





I would like to present an attempted reconstruction 

of the complex, taking into account the numerous open 
problems which cannot be solved without making the 

necessary excavations, namely the exact position of the 
entrance portal (was it in the middle of the NW wall or 

more towards the SW corner ? ), or the number of cells 

on the side from the SE to NW facade (were these in 

an uninterrupted serie or merely in two or three rowS?) ....-. 
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An attempted reconstruction would be thus :; 





There are architectural links and open bonds at 

A,B, C, D, and E. Fhese suggest that the minaret was 
linked by a wall to the NW side of the northern dome; that 
the rear facade extended to the SW and that there were 

two walls abutting against the SW side of the southern 
dome, which probably were a partition wall: between 

the cells; furthermore there are Signs that a wall ran 
from the NW side of the southern dime in the direction 

of the street side. All other suggestions or reconstructions 
must necessarily be hypothetical and uncertain as long 

as they cannot be Supported by archeological evidence 

and excavations, 
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Cc . THE UNFINISHED ASPECT : 


It seems for some unknown reason that this huge and 
imposing complex was not terminated. TWe decorative 
features lead to this conclusion: the first one is the 
lack of decoration on the southern dome, exterior and 
jnterior; the second is the uncarved band which runs 
along the NE and SE facades of the complex on which we 
should expect an inscription to appear. 


The fact that the southern dome is undecorated outside, 
except for the inscription, and of such an austere 
architectural character inside is in contradiction with 
the elaborate construction of the inner dome. This 

paradox seems to indicate that there was no time 

(or money) to completethe exterior and interior decoration. 


Another sign that the complex was not terminated is the 
fact that there is a band, two courses deep, one 

course above the uppér arched windows. It starts on 

the NE side of the northern dome and runs uninterruptedly 
across the rear facade. This band is uncarved, but 

was clearly meant to hold an inscription. At the 

starting point there is the characteristic ansa 

( see illustration below ). 
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But this band unfortunately never received the inscription 
for which it was intended; this could have been a historical 
ting the name of the founder, the date of foundation 
purpose of the building or at least one of the | 

ped to solve the mystery of al—Sultaniyya. 
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D . RESTORATION ; 


Although a project for the restoration of al—Sultaniyya 
was presented in 1936, the restoration was only carried 
out some thirty years later, in the early 1960 s. 


Creswell fortunately photographed al-Sultaniyya before 

the restoration (see illustrations next pages). These 

are of primary importance because they show the architectural 
remains which have lead the restorers to choose one 
architectural or decorative form rather than another one, 

as the closest to the original appearance ~hhwevrer unueaet . 


The exterior shell of the northern dome was entirely 
rebuilt on the SW and SE sides, and it was completed 

in the NE and NW sides. The remaining rows of stone in 
ribs and stalactite corwvelling on the NE and NW sides 
were probably used as the model, and the shape of the 
southern dome was used as a reference for the completion 
of the profile of the northern dome. 


The collapse. of the exterior shell of the northern dome 
in the 1860 s brought to light the only (remaining) 
double dome in stone in Cairene Architecture with a 


complicated inner structure filling the space between 


the two shells. Above the inner dome there is a brick 
and wood structure on a radial arragement of six radial 
Supports. At the center there is a cylindrical vertical 
piece of wood which holds the whole structure together 
(see KACC, Egypt V, 57). This is a most unusual support 
for a stone dome. 


Creswell's valuable photographs also show the iwan 
before restoration. One of them, taken from a height 
( KACC, Egypt V, 61) shows that inside this iwan, at 





“See Part III, 1 (a). 
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the border of the arch opening on the SW side of the 
original construction, eight courses remained; on the 
exterior NW facade of the iwan on the same side, the 


exterior opening of the arch was intact. From a 
* combination of both could easily be deduced the angle of 


inclination of the vault on that half of the arch. 


Creswell's photograph (KACC, Egypt V, 48) shows the 
exterior arched opening of the iwan, on the other Side, 
nine courses above the inscription band. This was more than 
enough to derive the curve of the arch, the height and 
shape of the iwan (see illustration below) . 
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The rectangular form of the pishtaq would be deduced from 
parts of a vertical band which framed the arched opening 
of the iwan on each side. 


On the SW corner of the NW facade of the iwan, the six 

rows from the original construction (see KACC,Egypt V, 61) 
were used as a sample for the joggled stones set diagonally 
all around the arch. ray, se 

As for the angle of inclination of the vault springing inwards 
from the qibla wall, two rows of stones above the inscription 
band on the gibla wall survived, indicating the profile of 
the vault. 















The moulding which goes all around the exterior upper 
part of the building was restored probably, according » ' 
to Roberts! engraving (1849), in which a moulding of 
this type is represented. The exterior transitional 

base of the domes have also been equalized and some 
missing stones in the dodecagonal transition zone of 

the southern dome have been replaced. 


The restored areas may easily be detected from the 
whiteness of the stones used and it is*’easy to see 
exactly where they have been placed. 


We may say in general that the restoration was carefully 
carried out in accordance with the architectural evidence 
and not according to the fantasy of some architect. 
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BE . INSCRIPTIONS : EPIGRAPHIC EVIDENCE . 


(1) POSITION AND CONTENT : 

fhe inscriptions on the exteriors of the different 
partsof the Sultaniyya& complex are carved in low relief 
in the stone; they all start at the same point,possibly 
so that the basmala could be read from the street which 


came down from the Mukattam Hills towards the Bab al Qarafa - 


On the two domes the inscription is at the upper part 
of the cylindrical drum and starts in the middle of the 
NW side. On the minaret, the two bands of inscription 
framing the first octagonal storey starts on the NW 
octagonal side. 

THE DOMES : The naskhi inscription around the drum 

of the northern dome is Similar to that around the 
southern dome; but on the latter, the writing is more 
compact, and the letters are slightly more crowded, 
smaller and overlapping. This band was either to take 
more than the Quranic text, or was Garved by a different 
hand o 

The text of the &nscription onboth exterior drums is 


the same: Surat al Bagqara (n2 2) verses 255 to 257, 
the Ayat al Kursi. 


We Uy) Vy a2 CAP vy) Co 2) 9D VI WY AW (<0) 
Cr RY SE I ee pa CANN Ge GO, G1 G 
ere Ne Wi Abe pe ito Sokis u, Me be CHI 
pu) Ad1 52d, Pew 229 39 YU, Ps OL," 
COWL AL G2 OI we AIG WIE MMU Con 
Me pW W/O Y GO enpL CO - 1 DRS WE be jo, 
Ms pPOV BOMB Ge Eyes bebo id, Ui ~ov) 
AS 5) CBO GY I Oe 1 PS See) 251) 5) a a 


: Ort ls a pry v\?} 





Many parts of the inscription are difficult to read, 
others are impossible because the stone is weathered, 
damaged or corroded, therefore there are breaks and 
missing parts, but no restoration. 


On the northern dome, the basmala is missing, the first 


words which can be seen are 3° 


exe EU eye GA! i AD 


follows an unreadable part which extends almost to the 
end of the NE side , then =: . s 
EM eNOI acter DIY C2) OND a ceeaas 


5.1 A= ~2 x 2 


On the southern dome, the inscription is in a better state ; 
PUY... G3) 5 Ut... D AEP) CP H\ Nr -- 


n a a . Pa - ‘ . 
IRN Y Ke Oo) Jiu soe NNW O Ane! oh AN Oe (22 


J ge pW WY WI CLR IY Oy 


In both cases the inscription does not end there (middle 
of the SE side), but only individual words or sometimes | 
only letters are visible, interrupted by long straps of stretche 
broken stone as if the script had been defaced; but this 
wannot be the case because of the irregularity of the 
occurences; the stones are simply corroded. On the last 

strip of the drum, from mid SE side to mid NW side, there 


, waS probably the third verse of the Ayat al Kursi ( verse 257). 


THE MINARET : There are two bands of naskhi inscription 
around the minaret. The first one is at the start of the 
octagon, above the transition zone,and the second one, is 
at the upper part of the first octagonal storey of the 
minaret. 


The Qur’anic inscription off the first band is the Surat 
al Ahzab (33) verses 40 to 44: 


Vr» a\)\ 5S cit ar pi Yale (£-) 
Wiel, v0 oy » cz ) 


« 
+ 











By c\ Aw v7 PBS cL, Me SKY SHI @ CEE) 
Lar, ps lL SE, 

iF bet U Bel, ML op opis 8) 

Uy Bey es fe ne Pipl & ef) 


The writing on this band is relatively in good PEO: 
except for these illegible patches : | 


PSD Wr DIVYA Y EPP1 GP AY WI 

| RAI... “Ac 1 SP\ yD Unols 2 og » 

ect atl y hee OV a 341... NAD > Ae 
epi ryt Wat 


What is unusual about this band is that the text ends 
at ( <«* ANU ,' ) on the eighth side of the octagon, 
that is before the end of the verse. 


The second inscription band on the minaret is quite 
difficult to decipher. The writing is in very low relief 
much weathered and damaged. 


The basmala starts exactly above that of the first band; 
on the fifth side of the octagon there is : 
AO r oles 
on the sixth side : 
GAN YI Vayt-s V.. cz ‘p> >) CY re be 


But there are not enough words remaining to be able 
to identify the Ayah. Wermbr net: |) 


Sty. Cu LL OTRALS, o 


INTERIOR OWNORTHERN DOME : There is a naskhi inscription 


around the upper part of the cylindrical drum above 

the arched windows. This band is carved in slight relief 
and painted in dark brown; it is in good state of 
preservation. 
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The text is Qur’anic, the Surat al Nour (24), verses 
36 to 38. It starts with the basmala at the SE side, 
exactly above the mihrab niche. The text of the surah is > 


VI Pn, pF Ol Wy ODL Sy S(CVS 
Sho, srt Yor a 


GS im ery Se 
AD AS MS py OE 251 eI, oso 
hae, pts Dis 
Wi, Nee Ce Qo! Ac orl WV yee (ws) 
SP Ee OT 
This inscription ends with ¢ 


There are minor variations in the spelling of some words ~{.0!  “« 


as indicated in pencil above the text. clam, ‘caf 


THE IWAN : At the springing of the vault there is a 

large band of naskhi script on a floral background 

of thin scrolls. This band is carved in stone, but is C1) 
remeniscent in style and design of earlier stucco bands. 





“Inscription band in stucco around the upper part of 
the mihrab in the Madrasa of al—Nasir Mohamed ibn 
Qalaoun (1295/1303) - illustrated in Wiet and Hautecoeur 
“Les Mosquées du Caire", II, pl. 81; 
Large stucco band of inscription on a floral ground 
of very fine scrolls with double grooving, around the 
exterior drum of the mausoleum of Zayn al Din Yousef (1298) . 
Inscription band in stucco around the two drums of 
the Salar and Sangar al Gawli complex (1303/4); /and 
the stucco band in the actual courtyard of the same complex, 
illustrated in Wiet and Hautecoeur, pl. 97 (2).. 





This inscription, also Qur-anic, starts with the basmala 
of.the right side of the iwdn, outside. It is Surat Yasin (36), 


verses 1 to ll: 
SF C») 
oy Ones Cc) 


cy — 11 Ct ce Lb) Wy 


Gilneas ee 


OPE yy OS ENN G GZ OD 
Oy PY EV Oo Se J, D1 yp sw Cv) 
Oy cate ORIN Bony JAE qo cl g ep Ll 


7282? WV UAE Wen ebe Go V— OVA Ow we Een 


Oye yp VAS A vy I pws so 
EA Ply ese oP a yey I pSV oe 2S LENO 
This is as much as can be identified because the inscription 
stops abruptly at the word ( 1 ), and a plain stone 


band, inserted by the restorers continues up to the 
other end of the iwan. 


On the outside of the left side, wo to the ansa marking the 
end of the inscription there is : 


the last two letters are brken (see ill. on following page). 


What was between the break and the end of this inscription ? 
Was it more Qur’anic verses or a historical inscription ? 
The verses of the Ayat Yasin which are usually chosen 

are from verses one to eleven, thus there was a complete 
side of the iwan which could have been decorated with a 





ee 





valuable historical inscription. A clue to this suggestion 
is the presence of the name of Mohamed before the end of 


the band (see ill. below). 
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In the Qur’an there are only four occurences of the name 

of Mohamed, and the present arrangement of words is not 
found among them. Therefore, its appearing here weuld 

seem to indicate that the text was not Quranic in the 
latter part of the inscription, but rather that it contained 
a Dou‘& or blessing usually coming after the name of the 
founder or /and the date of foundation. Was this part 
intentionally destroyed or is time and weather entirely 
responsible ? 





(among the numerous inscriptions collected by Van Berchem 

in his CIA, I, there are numerous examples of the use of 

Dou‘as including the name of Mohamed to conclude historical 
incriptions as for example: on a band over ‘the west facade 

of the Khangah of Baybars al Gashankir (1309/10), (inscription 108 - 
year 709 H.p.162)3 on the facade of the Mosque of the Emir 

Ahmad al Mihmandar (1324/5), (inscription 116 -year 725 H.p. 172); 

at the right of the mihrab on a marble plaque in the Mosque of 

the Emir Altumbugha al Maridani (1339/40), (inscription 133 - 

year 740 H.p. 192); on the porch of the south facade of the 

Mosque of the Emir Aslam al Silahddr (1344/5),(inscription 136 - 
year 746H.p.195) 3 inside the Mausoleum of Sultan Hasan (1356/62), 
(inscription 169 -year 757/64 H; p. 269) on the wooden band: 

On the porch of the Madrasa of Umm al Sultan Sha‘ban (1368/9), 
(inscription 178 -year 770 H. p.279) «sles. 
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The second inscription inside the iwan is on a rectangular 
plaque above the mihrab. The script, in two lines, is on a 
simple thin scroll background, with a few individual leaves 
or dots or trilobes set in the empty spaceSe 


The text is Qur’anic: the Surat al Ikhlas (112), verses 1-4. 


TYPES OF WRITING ¢ 

On the northern dome of al-Sultaniyya, all around the upper 
part of the cylindrical drum, above the series of windows, 
there is an uninterrupted band six courses of stone in height, 
carved in low relief with a decorative script "entiérement 
composé de lignes droites stassemblant entre elles par des 
traits toujours paralléles les uns aux autres et se coupant 

& angles droits et sans melange d*aucun contour arrondi" :“ 
Square kufi. 


The base of the repetitive grid is a square which is repeated 
around the drum with no marked separation between two squares. 
Its content 1S a square combination of the following names 
(starting from the upper right corner of the square): Mohamed, 
Abu Bakr, ‘Umar, ‘Uthman, and in the center ‘Ali (see ; 


drawing below). 





= oy 








aoe rive : 
‘This definition is Marcel's in the Description de 1'Egypte 


quoted by Walter Innés in "Inscriptions Arabes en caractéres 


carrés", Bulletin de 1 'Institut Sevptien 3eme serie, N2 l, 
Année 1890 «(Le Caire: Imprimerie Na ionale, 1891},p. 61. 
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There are three main decorative types of nas 
in the different units of the complex of al—Sultaniyya- 


Ene first type is found on the two bands framing the first 

octagonal storey of the minaret, and on the two circular 

bands around the upper parts of both the northern and 

southern domes. A variation of this type is seen on a band 

of inscription inside the northern dome (see illustrations next page). 


The main common features of these five bands of inscription 
are the following : 

—~ The writing is arranged mainly on one line, although 

some letters climb up and fill the empty spaces; especially so 
in the inscription inside the northern dome where the 

letters are less crowded and larger than on the exterior 
bands. 

—~ All the lam alif ( » ) are alike in the design of 

their shafts which are slightly curved. _ 

~ The spaces which are not filled by writing are decorated 
with small individual elements : trefoils, dots, oval shapes, 
crescents, curved triangles, stylized leafs ... (see drawing below). 





The second type is a more elaborate one which is found only 
on the band which runs around the qibla iwan. This is 

a very fine inscription in which the letters are in relief 
Leese key to the background. The script is set on a 

thin loose scroll with small knots and leafs sometimes 
attached to it, which come out in the spaces left empty 

by the letters (see illustration om page G3) 
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The inscription is on one line with occasional letters and 

small words climbing to the upper line; the shafts of the 

alifs and the lams have pointed serifs, very remeniscent of 

the stucco inscription around the domes of Salar and Sangar 

al Gawli (1303/4) and those in the Kufi inscription,also 

in stucco, around the main iwan in the Madrasa of Sultan 

Hasan; and also of the alifs and lams in the XVth century Qur’ans. 


The delicacy of the script and the fineness of the background 
scroll are more typical of inscriptions carved in stucco 

than in stone, and the present band seems to be a stone 
adaptation of a stucco frieze. 


The third type is the most elaborat script, it covers 
the rectangular tabula plaque over the mihrab in the iwan 
(see illustration below). 








Here the writing is arranged in two linesand the reading 
goes alternately from below to above. The shafts of the 
alifs and the lams are long and vertical, they end 

in small serifs and fill the whole vertical space of 
the rectangular panel; they divide the decorative space 
and the upper line of writing is arranged relatively 

to these shafts, either landing in between or being 

cut in the middle by a long shaft ;: 


1: 





fhe inscription is on a foliate scroll ground consisting 
of a double scroll with small dots and trefoils attached 
to its curvilinear parts which come in spaces not filled 
by letters. 


The style of this inscription, its composition and decoration 
is remeniscent of the faience plaques in which the script » 
is painted in white over a turquoise or cobalt blue glaze. 


Due to the precéding study we can assume that all the 
inscriptions in the building are made by craftmen of 
the same school. 


—-c— PLAITED PSEUDO —KUFI : 

Above the cavetto which marks the end of the transitional 
zone inside the northern mausoleum there is an 
uninterrupted band of plaited pseudo kufi below the 
windows. This band, underlined at the top and bottom 

by a double line, consists of a decorative motif in 
repetitive compartments. 


a. , 


b4 
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This frieze is close in style to the pseudo—kufi bands in 
which the alif ldéms are plated,though often here, knots 
replace the plaiting. They mark the separation between 
two compartments in which the central motif is a combination 
of three elements which intersect and interlace on a 

closed circuit. Inside each compartment there are small 
crescent-like leafs or trefoils filling the corners (see 


illustration below). 





CONCLUSION :; 
fAt present none of the inscriptions convey historical 


information or any clue to precise dating as they are 
all Qu-anic. The choice of the ayyas seems to indicate 
that the Sultaniyya was a funerary building and a khangah. 


The ayyat al Kursi, which is on the two domes of al—Sultaniyya, 
decorates the exterior of twenty one domes of the Mamluk 
period.» The sura Yasin is used on three dome exteriors 

from verses one to eleven. This surah is used (but from 

verse one to fourty) all around the enclosure wall, minaret 
and dome of the Khangah of Qawstan in the QarafaW al Kubra , 

the direct neighbour of al—Sultaniyya. In al-—Sultaniyya, 

this surah from verses one to elemen is used inside the iwan. 





(1) . —_ 
See “Adil Yassin's paper " The Basmalas", Table. 
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Another interesting analogy is that on the minaret of 
the Khangah of Qawstn, on the upper band of inscription, 
there is the Surah al Ahzab, verses 41 to 43, followed 
by the dating inscription’. The same surah and the same 
verses ( 41 to 43 ) as chosen to decorate the lower 
inscription band on the minaret of al—Sultaniyya. 


One could attribute the similarities in the texts to 

mere coincidence or to neighbourhood; but the position 

of these ayyas differ widely. It is more likely that 

from the choice of these texts, which are not usually seen 
in association, one could deduce a similar institution 
or/and that these texts were fashionable at a certain 
period. 





urs. Layla Serag al Din read and identified these 
two inscriptions. 
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PART II : LITERARY AND HISTORICAL EVIDENCE. 


As all the inscriptions on al-Sultaniyya are a SO inconclusive 
(none of them give the date, the purpose of the building 

or the name of the founder), Part II will turn to the 

literary and historical sources to find them. 


This monument is mentioned nowhere by al—Maqrizi, neither 

under his Dhikr al Qarafa (Khitat ii, p.- 442-4), nor 

under his lists of mosques, madrasas, khanqahs or turbesS... 
This has led Creswell to the conclusion that the building 

was erected after c. 1425 (when al-Maqrizi finished his Khitat) 
because otherwise such a conspicuous building would have 

been mentioned and described; but even S‘AlIi Moubarak who 
writes his Khitat al Tawfigiyya al Gadida at the end of 

the X¥IXth century does not mention al—Sultaniyya either, and 


it certainly existed in his time. 


In the works of the historians covering the Mamluk period, 
al-Sultaniyya was probably referred to under another name. 
Unfortunately, after a careful examination of the sources, 

I have been unable to identify any of the names as referring 
to it. Many emirs and princesses (khawands) are known to have 
built in the Qarafa al Kubra tombs and khanqahs which have 
not yet been identified. The Sultaniyya may be one of them: 
either the khangah of Yalboughe al Nasiri (thus called in 

Ibn Iyas,*? while in al-Magrizi he is called Yalbougha al 
Turkumani }Pwho married the last wife of Sultan Hasan, Khawand 


Toulou Tamr ( ~+* »sP*se) after he murdered the Sultan $” 
or the tomb of Khund 


Shafa, a sister of both Sultan Hasan 
and Sultan Barqiiq who had a tomb in the southern cemetery .- 
It may also have been the mosque( not named in al—Maqrizi's 
list, but which comes in a footnote p. 545 of Sultk I) built 
by a group of Persians outside Bab al Qarata - (> 


tpn Tyas, Kitab Tarikh Masr al Mashhour bibad&’ i* al_zouhour 
fi waaa’?i al douhour, I (Cairo: Boulaq, 1311 His)iy) DiecQtie 
@Al—Maqrizi, Suluk II, p. 540. 

) Al-—Magrizi, Suluk II, p. 562. 

(“See Zettersteein p. 226. 








or the khangah of the Emir Tagazdumur “'s or that of 
Saqtumur al Dimishqi®”) who built a khangah outside 
Bab al Qarafa and who may have married Khawand Samra 
after the death of the Sultan al-Ashraf Shet ban); 
or the khangah of the Emir Arghotn al “Al@?i who 
"wes burried in his khangah in the Qarafa"...‘? 


Unfortunately, in all these texts, there is only a 

mention of the ownership, without any detail as to 

the shape of the building, its architecture or its 

exact position... which makes the process of identification 
of person and building quite hypothetical. 


The identification favored until now and adopted by 
the Department of Antiquities since 1938 is that the 
Sultaniyya is the tomb of Khawand Samrag. This argument 
is based on the quotation in Ibn Ilyas, I, p. 339 which 
states that the tomb of Khawand Samra is " towards the 
entrance of the mosque of Qawsun which is outside the 
Bab al Qarafa.. .it* 


This conclusion has also been arrived at by the editor 

of Taghri Bardi's "al Nugoum al Dhahira" , X11‘? commenting 
in a footnote on the following passage’): .." the Emir Bishtak 
al ShaSbani al Dawadar who was searched by the Emir Djaqmaq 
took refuge in this tomb, when he saw that he was going to 
be caught, he threw himself from a high place and fractured 
his skull. Djaqmaq caught him and took him to the house 

of the Emir Nawruz al Hafidhi and from there he was 

taken the same night to Alexandria where he was jailed..." 
the editor remarks that the tomb in which the Emir Bishtak 
took refuge was that of Khawand Samra, which, he adds, 
should be identified with the Turba al—Sultaniyya ( Index 
numbers 288 & 289 ) on the basis of Ibn IyAs' text. 


al-Magri zi, Suluk II, p. 688 & 698. 
(™ooiled ‘Ashqutmur al Maridani in Ibn lyds I, p.234-5. 
(aj-mMagrizi, Suluk II, p.444. 

(Y2;]-Magrizi, Suluk II, p. 748. 

s 1 ’ -* . P x 5 ita 


G 
» this reference was given to me by Miss Shahira Mehrez. 
“Gamal. ali Din al Mahasin Yusuf faghri Bardi, Al Nougoun 


al Dhahira fi Muldéuk Masr wa'l Qahira, XI1 (Cairo: Wizarat al 


Thagafa wa'l Irshad al Qawmi), p. 276. 


do 








He goes on saying that Khawand Samra was the wife of 
the Sultan al—Ashraf Sha‘ban and the mother of his 

son Ahmad; and that in the absence of historical texts, 
end on the basis of its architectural features, the 
Sultaniyya should be placed among the constructions 

of the Bahri Mamluk period of the second half of the 
VIII th century Hz the XIV th century A.D. 


The fact that no waqffyya in the name of Khawand Samra 
could be found ¢gexsitetertay weakens this attribution, for 
if she had erected such a Significant construction as 


the Sultaniyya, there certainly would have been some 
records of it. 


Another major objection is the determination of the 
position of the Turba of Khawand Samra. Actually, the 
mosque of Qawsun has disappeared, and the only parts 

of the construction Surviving are one of the domes 

and the minaret of the khangah. Al—Maqrizi states in 
Suluk II, p. 748 that the Khanqah of Qawstn was inside 
the Bab al Qarafa while the mosque was outside it. The 
Turba of Shawand Samra, stated to be towards the entrance 
of the Mosque of Qawsun outside the Bab al Qarafa, was 
not towards the NE where the Sultaniyya actually is,» 
but rather towards the SW where the mosque of Qawsun 
possibly was.°Thus the indicated position of the Turba 
of Khawand Samra does not coincide in any way with that 
of al-Sultaniyya <> 





oe See Plan p.42 

This is the subject matter of a paper —still unfinished- 
which will be presented by ‘Adil Yassin to Dr. Kessler. 
“Its position seems to coincide with a mausoleum 
which can be seen in illustrations of the 1860 s , 
but which has collapsed now. It had a ribbed dome, each 
rib ending in a ring. The fact that this particular 
fallen mausoleum was the Turba of Khawand Samra is a 
mere suggestion and has yet to be proven; as so many 
mausoleums have disppeared in this area in the last 
century. 
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which names al-Sultaniyya is the Wagqfeyya 

of Messih Pasha dated 1071 H. (1660 A.D.) found in the 
Archives of the Ministry of Waqfs ( n2 2836 ) This 

Waqfeyya has a twofold importance for the building 

under study as it delimits the exact position in 

relation to the Messih Complex erected in 1575; and ps 

it clearly names the building ..-Dp- 47..." to the turba i 

of the deceased mother of Sultan Hasan known as al-Sultaniyya...' 
and on p.- 42 ...-"al madrasa ef Umm al Sultan Hasan..." 


The only source 


From a careful study of the text of the Waqfeyya of 
Messih Pasha the limits of his complex (now reduced to 
minaret and portal of the mosque ) can be exactly determined 
in relation to the neighbouring buildings. This complex 
must have been a prominent one. ‘Ali Moubarak stetes 
that the street called al Messihiya is called so in 
reference to the Wazir Messih Pasha who built in 983 H. 
a mosque for the Sheikh Nour al-Din al-—Qarafi one of the 
“Ulama’ of his period in whom he believed strongly. 
Messih Pasha endowed this mosque as a waaqf to the Sheikh 
and set him as its nadhir. The Sheikh,at his death, was 


burried in it and that is the reason why the mosque at Cty 


present bears also his name together with that of Messih Pasha. 


From pages 23 to 28 of the Wagfeyya of Messih Pasha 

there 1S an enumeration and description of the different 
elements of the complex which included a mosque with a 
riwaq, a sebil with a kuttab above (called here Maktab), 
a sahrig, a ribat, habitations and housing facilities, 
underground store rooms, a turba and a rab‘ which was 

an independent unit separated by the main street from the 
rest of the complex. 


The cardinal determination of each side of the Messih 

complex iS made on p. 47 of the Waqfeyya where it is’ 

Stated that: " the southern side ends by the turba of the 
deceased mother of Sultan Hasan known as al—Sultdaniyya; 

the northern side ends at the main street which separates the 
present construction from the rab© ... On that side there 


“)°a1i Moubarab, Vol. II, p. 112 under title of Shari‘ 
al Messihiyya. 
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are the three sides of the sabil and its copper windows 

and the faces of the kutab which is above the sebil; the 
windows of the ribat, the windows of two romms and those 

of the riwiq, previously mentioned; on the eastern Side, 
the complex ends at a small street which marks the separation 
between it and a house known as Beit al ‘Abd and a turba 


mown as al Baridi, (it also)leads to the turba al-—Sultaniyya, 


previously mentioned, and to a distorted houd which is 

there and other things. On that east side there is one window 
of the sabil, the place where the cistern (sahrig) discharges 
its waters, and the rooms; and there are two floors above 
and one of the faces of the kutab. The Western side. ends 

at a small street which marks the separation between 

this complex and the Madrasa of the Sheikh Nour al Din 


previously mentioned...."\" 


On pages 53 and 140 it is clearly stated that the Sebil/Kutab 
of the Messih Pasha complex is in front of the mosque of 
Qansouh al Ghouri. | ( bs G/} et!) 
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42. 


If we refer to the Map established by the Survey of Egypt 

in 1948 and make an attempt to reconstruct this huge 

complex, including all the elements which are enumerated 

on the northern and eastern faces, and taking into consideration 
that the sabil/kuttab was in front of» the Mosque of Qansouh 

al Ghouri, we have the approximate extention of the complex 

on the NE side. It follows that the Messih complex was 

the direct neighbour of the building named and attributed 

to the Mother of Sultan Hasan ( See drawing below ). 
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In 1919 in his Brief Chronolo of Muhamedan Monuments, 
Professor Creswell made a brief study of the Sultaniyya, 


end although it had already been illustrated since 1849 
(before the collapse of the northern dome) ,“ and presented 
with a section and plan by Franz Pasha in 1896 (after the 
collapse) ; Creswell was the first one to go deeper in the 
study of its various unusual architectural and decorative 
features beside the unique one of the double domes in 
stone which had already been drawn in section and remarked 


upon by Franz Pasha who dated the monument kné@wn as 
" Umm as-Sultan Hasan" to the XV th century .‘» 


Creswell agrees on the XVth century dating,and on that 
basis he refutes its attribution to the mother of Sultan 
Hasan. He thinks it is chronologically impossible since 

the architectural and decorative evidence cannot fit 

with such an early dating. He refutes the only historical 
source, the Waqfeyya of Messih Pasha, writing that ..." this 
Waqfeyya , however, merely states that the Mosque of Messih 
Pasha was built opnosite the Mausoleum of the Mother of 
Sultan Hasan (born 1333) which is decidedly vague and may 
or may not refer to the building under discussion ..."°™" 
But we have carefully demonstrated that there can be no 
doubt as to the identity between the Sultaniyya named in 
the Waqfeyya and the building we are concerned with. 


There are seven main architectural and decorat-ive arguments 
by which he attempts to demonstrate that a dating earlier 
than a second quarter of the XVth century would not be 


. sound; although he recognizes the immense difficulty in 


dating a building with so many unique features. 


The most outstanding feature is the architectural construction 
of the twin double domes. This feature, although common in 
Persia in brick domes, is unique in Egypt especially in stone. 





«Roberts, Beypt and Nubig(1849), III, plate 21. 
Julius Franz Pasha, Die Beukunft des Islam ( 3 Band, Zweite 
Hifte; Darmstadt: Verlag von Arnold Bergstrisser, 1896),p.129, figs. 
175 & 176. 

(Tbhid., p. 78-79. 

\ Creswell, Brief Chronology, p. 128. 








Further research has shown that the idea of a double 

dome existed in Egypt in the mid XIV th century; as it 
seems that the brick dome of the Mausoleum of the Emir 
Sarghatmish dated 1356 was a double one.’?The architectural 
concept of a double dome disappears totally after that 

time to reappear only in the later turkish period in the 
wooden domes of the palaces and houses of the 17th and 

L8th century as in Bayt al Sihaymi (1648-1796) or in 

the House of MahmUd al-—Shabshiri (17 th century) .? 


There are only two examples in Egypt of the treatment 

of external ribbing of domes resting on stalactite corbels: 
the two domes of al—Sultaniyya and the dome of Yunus 
al—Dewadar (before 1382). Creswell believes the latter 

to be the first example, and he writes that Yunus "further 
resembles the one under consideration by having arabesques 
carved on the exterior between the windows of the drum." 63) 
A close study of this arabesque motif will attempt to 

Show that the floriate motif around the drum of Yunus is 

a debased interpretation of the motif around the drum of 
the northern dome of al-Sultaniyya.™ 


Creswell presents four more arguments to prove a second 
quarter of the XV th century for al—Sultaniyya: the 
Stalactite mihrab with carved spandrels, the iwgn covered 
by a "tunnel vault" in stone; the bevelled transition of 
the minaret which is inlaid in relief in a different 
color of stone and carved with arabesques; and finally 
the "coquilles". 


for each feature he fihds a precedent in the XV th century: 
@ parallel to the stalactite _mihrab is thet of the Mosque 
of al— “Ayni (1411); the first decorated spandrels though 
he finds the pattern quite different is the mihrab of 

the Madrasa of Qaraqoga al Hasani (1441-2); the only two 


“see Part III, p.36-%% 

“onis information was given to me by Bernard Maury, the 
architect who 1s presently working in the Franco—Egypthan 
Project for the Study and Restoration of the Islamic Palaces 
under Professor Lézine. 

Creswell, Brief Chronology, p. 128. 

See Part III, p. 123 
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examples of such "tunnel vaults" are in the Madrasa of 
Barquq (1386) and in the Ribat of Sultan Inal (1451-56) 
(...." which appears to have been so roofed although 
the present vault is mainly of brick"....). 


For the minaret, the earliest bevelled transition in 

relief is on the Mosque of Mogholbay Taz (1466). 

Finally, the earliest "coquilles" found in the niches 

of pendentives are those of the Mausoleum of the Mosque 

of al-Mu‘dyyad (1421) and in the Mausoleum of Barsbay (1432). 


Further research on the very brief preliminary study 
made some fourty years ago by Professor Creswell has 
disclosed some clues allowing one to present suggestions 
for a possible alternative; bringing to light mid XIV th 
precedents for the unusual architectural and decorative 
features of al-Sultaniyya. 


The stalactite mihrab seems to be inspired from the side ae 
niches of the porch of the Madrasa of Sultan Hasan (1356-62) 3° 
the low carved floral motif in the spandrels of the niche 

can be seen as early as 1349 and 1355 around the portals 

of the Mosque and Khangah of the Emir Shaykhu, and around 

the portal of the Madrasa of the Emir Sarghatmish (1356), 

as well as around the mihrab niches in both the main 

iwan and the maushleum of the Madrasa of Sultan Hasan 
illustrated by Herz Bey \> | 


As for the "tunnel vault" covering the iwan, it existed 
in Cairo on a small scale since 1087 in the/fortified 
construction and the walls of Badr al Djamali; and it 
was commonly used in the X1Vth century ‘® 


For the use of different colors of stone to mark the 
edges of the bevelled transition of the minaret, there 
is an identical treatment on the original minaret of the 
Madrasa of Sultan Hasan ;°” while the use of ‘ablag' on 


“Creswell, Brief Chronology, p. 128. 

()See Part I, p. Jo—21 | 
©)Max Herz Bey, La Mosquée du Sultan Hassan au Caire, 
ouvrage publié par le Comité de Conservation des Monuments 
de l’Art Arabe ( Le Caire: Imprimerie de l'Institut Frangais 
d'Archeologie Orientale, 1899), plate XX, figs. 5,6,7 & 8 ; 
and figs. 12 &13.- See Part III, p. 

“See Part I, p.& 


‘Max Herz Bey, La Mosquée du Sultan Hassan, plates VI & VIII. 


———e een ——_— . = . 
a — 





i 
OO 


a 


minarets is first .seen on both minarets of Shaykhu where 
also the low carved floriate motif of the same type of 
arabesque can be seen for the first time inside and outside 


the keel arches.(!) 


Creswell is right in stating that the"coquilles" are 
not to be found until much later in the niches of the 
pendentives, but inside the northern mausoleum of al-—Sultaniyya, 
these "coquilles" are not a structural part of the pendentive, 
they are merely one row of decorative niches quite similar 

to those crowning the cenotaph of the Emir Sarghatmish, 

or those on the porch of the Madrasa of Sultan Hasan. 


Therefore, we see that there is no main architectural 

or decorative argument strong enough to refute so definitely 
the attribution of this "enigmatic building" to the 

Mother of Sultan Hasan and moreover, nothing in it which 

is particularly characteristic of the Mamluk architecture 

of the second quarter of the XV th century. 


It is interesting to point out that Creswell's second 
quarter of the XV th century dating has generally been 
adopted by most european writers after 1919, although 
al-Sultaniyya is dated in the Index towards the end of 

the XIV th century in the line of thought of the Department 
of Antiquitied*that it is the tomb of Khawand Samra, 

the last wife of the Sultan al-—Ashraf Sha‘ban ( assassinated 


in 778 Hs 1377 ). 


But even if they disagree with Creswell's dating, he 
Seems to have succesfully destroyed the belief in the 
attribution of this building to the Mother of Sultd&n Hasan. 


Creswell's underlying assumption is that the exterior aspect 
of the slightly bulbous domes resting on stalactite 

corbels of al-Sultaniyyg is strongly influenced by that 

of the Mausoleum of Timur in Samarkand. According to him * 





“ISee Part III, p. t2I\ 

“)See Part I, p. /3-14 

(HShared by the editor of Taghri Bardi, XII, p. 276. 
COKACC, MAE, I, p. 164. EY 
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the Gur-—Emir was built in 1404-5 by an architect from 
Isfahan who signed in naskhi over a faience plaque in the upper 
part of the main facade.‘ 


Many scholars agree on this dating of the Gur-Emir;~ 


except Wiet who, dates it to 1411;"Ernst Diez ‘followed by 
Werner Speiber and Katharina Otto-—Dorm®’ who state that it was 
built after Timur's death by his grand-son Mohamed Sultan 
Mirza between 1490 and 1504. 

A dated example of ribbed dome resting on stalactite corbelling 
crowning a very high drum exists in the Mausoleum of Yunts 
al—Dawadar in Cairo (1382); yet, due to his belief in a 

direct influence from Samarkand to Cairo, Creswell insists 

on dating the Sultaniyya domes to after 1404-5. 


All those who have written about al-—Sultaniyya have wondered 
about its presence in Cairo; they always stress the foreign 
origin of its architecture tracing it back to the "bulbous 
or Tatar cupola, introduced from Turkestan, Persia and 
Mesopotamia" or to Indian influence, to Agra and to the 
tomb of Turglak-Shah in Delhi, as did Franz Pasha {® 


This unusual building either called al Turba al-—-Sultaniyya or 

the Mausoleum of Umm-as-—Sultan Hasan has attracted the 

attention of numerous travellors and of a few scholars who 

were seduced either by its esthetics of by its puzzling character. 


aude Prost, Les Revétements Céramiques dans les Monumpats 
Musulmans de 1'Egypte (Le Caire: Institut Francais D'Archeologie 
Orientale, 1916), p. 8-9 :  3tL2pur idis us nw Le KeD) pwd) LE 
‘“F .Blochet,"Les Inscriptions de Samarcande’ in the Revue 
Archeologique, I (1897),p. 69. 
E. Blochet, Les Mosquées de Samarcande, fasc. 1, Le Gour Emir 
(St. Petersbourg: 1905), p.V. 
Ernst Cohn-—Wiener, Turan: Jslamische Baukunst in Mittlelasien 
(Berlin: Verlag Ernst Wasmuth A.G.,1930), p. 45. 
Friedrich Sarre, Denkniler Persischer Baukunst (Berlin: Verlag 
von Ernst Wasmuth, 1901), p.149. 
Mus et & Hautecoeur, Les Mosguées du Caire, 1, p.- 322. 
Wirnst Diez, Die Kunst der Islamischen Vilker (Berlin und 


Neubabelsberg Akademische Verlagsesellschaft Athenaion M.B.H.,1915) ,88. 


‘Werner Speiber, Oriental Architecture in Color ( New York: The 
Wiking Press, 1965), p.65. 


(Oxatharina Otto-Dorm, l'tArt de 1'Islam (Paris:Albin Michel ,1967) ,186. ‘| 


(Mertin Briggs, Muhammadan Architecture in Egypt and Palestine 
(Oxford, 1924), Pe 197. 
O Prang Pasha, Die Baukunst des Islem, p. 133. & 
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David Roberts, in Egypt and Nubia from drawings made on the 
spot “volume III, Plate 21, published in 1849 is the 

first artist who made an engraving of al—Sultaniyya 

which is invaluable because it is the only representation 
of the monument before the collapse of the northern dome. 


Prisse d'Avennes in 1877, in L'Art Arabe d'apres les 


Monuments du KaireS*Atlas plate XXIV, has a representation 
of the Minaret under the erroneous title of " Ghourab al Imam". 


The Gomité de Conservation des Monuments de lL'Art Arabe*? 
which names al—Sultaniyya in the Gomptes Rendus des Exercices 
of 1894, 1895, 1896 and 1902, never gives either a 
description of the monument or an illustration of it, but 
merely lists it in relation to the monuments of the 

Qarafa al Kubra which need to be repaired, and the amount 

of money which would have to be spent for its restoration. 


Julius Franz Pasha, in Die Baukunst des Islam, in 1896, 
is the first one to present an architectural study of 
the monument with a section of the fallen northern dome, 
an elevation and a ground plan of the two domes.“ 


In 189%, Schroeder, in La Vie et les Paysages d*eyote, 


illustrates al—Sultaniyya in an unnumbered plate. 


In 1898, Reynolds—Ball in The City of the Caliphes, also 
gives an illustration of the building (face) > - 





Poe by Louis Hague (London, 20: Threadneedle Street, 
9). 

“) Published in Paris by A.Morel and C2. 

publié au Caire: Imprimerie de l'Institut Francais 
d*Archeologie Orientale. 

See p. 129, figs. 175 and 176. 

"Tn pate 15, p. 154. 
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In 1919, Creswell, in his " Brief Chronology of Muhammedan 
Monuments", p. 128-9, places al—Sultaniyya in a historical 
context, presenting a concise and useful ennumeration and 
descrivtion of the most outstanding features remarking 

upon its unique characteristics in relation to other Mamluk 
monuments of Cairo and justifying the XVth century dating 
first suggested by Franz Pasha. 


In 1924, Martin Briggs, in Muhammadan Architecture in 
Egypt and Palestine mentions al—Sultaniyya on page 197. 


In 1927, Borcharat (L) and H. Riche in L' Egypte, have 
an illustration of al-Sultaniyya on plate 49. 


Rosenthal in Pendentifs, trompes et Stalactites dans 
l'Architecture Orientale“(p. 83), and Pauty in "Contribution 
& 1'Etude des Stalactites"™(p. 148) refer to al—Sultaniyya 
as an exceptional case for stalactite pendentives. 


In 1952, Wiet and Hautecoeur in Les Mosaquées du Caire, often 
Name al—sultaniyya and date it to about 1440. 


Louis Massignon in 1958, in "La Cité des Morts ay Caire: 
Qarafa - Darb al Ahmar"™only lists al-—Sultaniyya as one 
of the monuments of the Qarafa. 


In 1962, Dorothea Russel in Medieval Cairo (p. 226) 
points to al—Sultaniyya as being "the mausoleum of the mother 
of Sultan Hasan", although she keeps the XVth Gentury dating. 


in 1969, John A. Williams, in a paper presented at the 
Colloquium for the Millenary of Cairo, under the title of 
"The Monuments of Ottoman Cairo" mentions al—Sultaniyya 
in a paragraph page 4: ..."Persian—Transoxianian features 
such as the Timuri dome, similar to that of Timtr's tomb 
in Samarquand, were being imitated in Cairo by the end of 
that century -— e.g. at the tomb of Yunus ad—Dawadar (1382) 
and al Qubba al-Sultaniyyad (near end of century)..." He 
thus favors the Index dating over Creswell's, and seems to 
Overlook the chronological inconsi;tancy. 

4 


*’Published in Paris: Librairie Orientaliste P. Geuthner(1928). 


™ Published in Cairo: Bulletin de l'tinstitut Francais d'a&rcheologie 
Orientale, t. XXIX (1929). 

‘Published in Cairo: Institut Frangais d'&rcheologie Orientale, 
tome LVII —- extraxt. 








CONCLUSION : biel 
These are as far as I know the only works where al=Sultaniyya 


is either illustrated, mentioned or briefly described. From 
this bibliography which attempts to be exhaustive, it becomes 
clear that very little has been written about al~Sultaniyya. 


; 
In the Archives of the Ministry of Waqfs there is no waqf deed 

in the name of al—Sultaniyyaé. As I have been unable to discover 
the name under which this monument was called by the historians 


of the Mamluk period, no other relevant waqf deed could be 
found. Unfortunately indeed, because this would have securely 


solved the problems of ownership, dating and purpose as 

usually in these waqfeyyas there is a complete enumeration 

of the names and titles of the founder and a minute description 
of every part of the building, its function, purpose, 

Size and position. 


Lacking such a document all conclusions must necessarily be 
hypothetical; further research may bring up the name of the 
builder. But in the meantime, because there is only one 
historical source (dated 1660 A.D.) which names al-Sultaniyya 

and in which it is very clearly stated that al—Sultaniyya belongs 
to the mother of Sultan Hasan, and because there is no 

definite evidence against this attribution, I choose to 

retain it until a better one can be securely proved. 


fhe literary evidence having not solved any of the problems 
of al-Sultaniyya, the basic material must necessarily be 

the monuments themselves. One may certainly not arrive 

at a finalldate unless one finds either a dating inscription 
or a historical reference stating a date of construction or 
inauguration, and whatever conclusion one presents must 
always be subject to change in front of new material and 

hew evidence. At present, our only possible scientific 
method to arrive at an approximate dating is to work on 

the monuments and show identity, similarities or differences 
between the undated monument under study and other dated 
monuments taking into consideration that certain architectural 
and decorative features are favored at some period and 
discarted at others. This is the subject matter of Part III. 
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PART III : THE QRCHITECTURAL EVIDENCE. 


Although this building is unusual in many respects, it does 
continue foreign architectural featurese already rooted 

in Egypt. If carefylly studied, they may ~ help us in 
specifiying dating and purpose of the whole complex. 


A. THE DOMES : 


The most striking feature, and that which has an obvious 
foreign origin is the doubke stone domed structure. 


S : : 
On ae that generally in the Burgi period 
the domes are double, consisting of an interior rather 
Shallow dome and an exterior one which is heightened 
(surhaussé). To hold the second dome, the architects 
set above the first dome dividing walls arranged according 
to a certain number of diameters to the main circle. He 
gives as an example of this type of construction one of 
the domes of al-Sultaniyya which was half destroyed at 
that time$ He adds that this method is used in the whole 
Orient and is met again with in the tomb of Timurlank 
in Samarkand. 


Limongelli, in his article "Remarques au sujet de la 
Stabilité de lea coupose du Mausolée de Tamerlane 3 
Namarcande", writes that the inner dome is useful for the 
inner effect and conceals the construction process used. 
this artifice consists of twelve internal radial buttresses 
welded to the exterior dome and leaning over the inner dome 
and ending towards the center in a small mass set - 

over the apex of the lower dome. These radial »:: abutments 
prevent the lateral forces to act towards the exterior and 
endanger the stability of the dome in cases of earthquakes etc. 
Their mass brings the resultant physical forces towafds the 
interior and diminishes the thrust. They have an important 
Stabilizing function and constitute a typical disposition 3) 
dictated by the bulbous profile of the dome in corbellings & 


COwiet and Hautecoeur, Les Mosquées du Caire, I, p.322. 

““UThat is in 1932. . 

“IM.D. Limongelli "Remarques au sujet de la stabilité de la 
coupole du Mausolée de Tamerlane 3 Samarcande", Bulletin 
de l'Institut d'Egypte, tome IV Session 1921-22 (Le Caire: 
Imprimerie de l'Institut Frangais d'Archeologie Orientale, 1922), 
Dp. 82. 






















This analysis applies exactly to the double dome structures 
of al—Sultaniyya. But the two stone domes are smaller in 
scale and less bulbous. The outershell is made of stone, 
while the six inner radial buttresses supporting it are 
made of alternating brick and wood and radiate from a 
central wooden pillar <' 


In al-Sultaniyy& the twin domes are double, they have 
a structural function and show signs of an experimental 
construction « 


There are two main reasons for the need of an inner dome: 
the stalactite corbelling at the base of the outerdome , 
which gives it the slightly boulbous appect, is set 
without abutment on a proportionately very high drum. 
Therefore, an inner construction resting on an inner dome 
is necessary to counterbalance the lateral and vertical 
thrusts of the upper dome (see drawing below): 








On the exterior shell the vertical joints are not linked 


and they follow the gutter between two ribs once on the | 
right, once on the left, at never more than five centimeters | 








“See illustration (2) on Plate Vit 





from each other, therefore, the link is only symbolic, 

and certainly not secure, thus there is a need to support the 
dome from the interior, because otherwise, the lateral 

and other thrusts of the dome will prevent it to hold 
together (see drawing below). 


As a result the two shells support each other; the vertical 
thrust of the outerdome counterbalances the lateral thrust 
of the inner one (see drawing below). 








Therefore the double dome is one of the architectural 
solutionsto the problem of setting a bulbous dome with 
a Stalactite corbelling slightly projecting, on a high 
cylindrical drum, so as to establish an equilibrium 
position between the various physical forces at play. 


The architect who built the dome of Yunus al—Dawadar (1382) 
tried to avoid the construction of a double dome 

structure and so as to arrive at the necessary equilibrium 
between the vertical and lateral thrusts, he had to reduce 
the area of the hexagonal chamber and to heightened the 
dome at double its usual size: the transitional «— «= “+r 
zone 1S disproportionate in relation to the size of the 
base of the dome as if the architect had changed his 

plans in the process (see illustration below). 
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All authors agree on the Persian origin of the double domes. 
According to Wilber, the inspiration of double domes came 
from Western Iran and evolved from wood to masonry becausze 
of the scarcity of timber and the general preference for 
the use of brick. At first some wooden domes were built 
over the brick lower ones and thafi both shells were 

made of brick. The most conspicuous prototype of a true 
double dome is that of the tomb of Sultan Sanjar at 

Merv (c.1157), which is clearly an experimental structure 
because the outershell is needlessly lightened by pointed 
arch arcades in two disproportionate storeys. 


From this period the double dome continues well into the 
Timurid and Safavid times$*? 


Creswell believes that the double slightly swelling 
persian dome was first copied in brick from the double 
bulbous wooden dome of the Great Mésque of Damascus built 
between 1069 and 1082, by Timur after he sacked the city 
in 1401 ° | 


He also believes that the wooden dome of the Ummayyad Mosque 
must have influenced the shape of the original bulbous 
dome of the Mausoleum of Sultan Hasan in Cairo.’” 


He bases his argument on two sources: According to Khalil 
al-—Zahiri, who lived in the days of the Sultan al Zaher 
Abu SaSid Djakmak (1438-53), when Sultan Hasan decided 

to build his madrasa, he called architects from all 
countries of the world and ordered them to build a madrasa 


higher than any that existed in the world {® 


His second argument is based on Pietro della Valle'‘s 





“Donald Wilber, The Architecture of Islamic Iran: The I1Khanid 
Periog (Princeton: New Jersey, 1955) yp .63- 

 Tbid e> Pp e61. 

(Thid., p64. 

KAC Creswell, "Origin of the Swelling Dome", Indian Antiquary 
yol.LI (Mazgaon: British Indian Press, 1922), pp. 78-79. 

(4%aC Creswell, "The History and Evolution of the Dome in 
Persia"; Memoires on Mohammadan Architecture (Indian Antiquary, 
July 1915),pp- 145-150. 

()Tbid e9 YP SLD te 


\OKhalil al-Zahiri, Tableau Politique et Administratat de_1 ‘Egypt 
de la Syrie et du Hidjaz ous la domination des ultan Mamluks 


(Texte arabe publié par Paul Ravaisse en 1895 & Paris),p. 31. 
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description of the dome of the. Mausoleum of Sultan Hasan. 
He writes in his twelth letter dated March 7, 1616: “this 
dome is of a shape I never saw Wefore, starting narrow, 


then widening and then decreasing again i 
a chicken's egg",'‘” g again in the shape of 


Herz Bey comments that " if one reconstructs the dome 
according to the bibliographical note of Pietro della 
Valle, one finds the caracteristic swelling (galbe) 

of domes widening beyond the drum by the use of tiers of 
stalactites as in the Mausoleum of the Emir Sirghitmish 
and others" 4”? 


The first dated example of a dome which is bulbous and 
slightly projecting at its base is the dome of the 
Mausoleum of the Emir Sirghitm&sh (1356). 


It seems that this brick dome is the first instance of 

a double dome construction in Cairo. Unfortunately it 

has proved to be impossible to produce a section and 

exact measurements since inspite of my continuous efforts, 


no architect so far has succeeded in surmounting the many 
Serious technical difficulties it raises. What follows is 


a tentative deménstration of my belief shared by all those 
who have been stricken by the unusual shape of this dome 
and the obvious difference in the heights of the outer 

and inner domes. 


The windows can be taken as a reference point. On the exterior, 
they are part of a straight rising drum. They are situated 

at the lower part of it and are surmounted by an area 

equal to the height of another window. This area is 

crowned by three tiers of stalactites which link the 
cylindrical drum to the slightly bulbous upper shell of 


the plain brick dome. 


In the interior these windows appear just above the 
transitional zone. It seems that the curving of the 





' Quoted in Herz Bey, La Mosquée du Sultan Hasan yp - 17-18. 
“Herz Bey, La Mosquée du Sultan Hassan,p. 23. 
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less than a hemisphere, starts 


» 2s 
and ends about one meter above (see illustrations below). 


at about half a meter above the upper end of the w 


dome which, as I see it 


ep 
a ty — 


x 


eH oat 


£ 
mies, 
—_ 


, v, 
. Tar yg 
- FF : : s 4 
. . . Be ro : 4 
.*¥ . a a .-. woe < 
s 5 = : “}. _ , - 7 
1 . ne y * - re Lalyr® A iS 
, : > yy ADP 
ke 4 .' “ a ~— > erly F Ce 3 <P r: 
‘ ’ ty ; e = * mad | “5 Ke See , ji 4 
2 oh ; ! x i oe bets ‘ Regs a less cS 
- > 2 
. d ae . 


wots pe 
i ens? .. bl Se 
) Ma- ty 





. on ee 





Sx Raw 








A i NS =. =- 
— = —_— — + 


al * 


fhks apparent discrepency suggests the presence of two 
distinct shells. From a comparison between the two heights, 
it seems that the inner dome ends approximately at the 
level of the stalactite tiers or Slightly below. The 

second shell is set above it and the inner link between 

the two domes is hidden by the corvelling and the tiers of 
stalactites. | 


Both structures are made of brick. On the basis of an 
illustration in Ebers of the original dome which was 

over the mihrab $”’one may suggest that the outer dome of 
the mausoleum rests on a wooden grill of ribs, over which 
bricks have been inserted (See illustration below). 
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If one carefully looks at the dome, this underlying 
wooden structure can be perceived in the places where 


the upper layer of stucco has fallen. 


ee ye a 


@. Ebers, Egypt: Descriptive Historical and Picturesque, 
Translated from the original German by Clara Bell (vol.I; 
Cassell,Petters, Galpin and C2, 1878),p- 296. 
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Few single monuments have attract i 

Timur's tomb in Samarkand: the ccm een Ee mS 
Islamic Architecture would venture to be presented to 
publication without a reference to it,if not an illustration 
of this monumental and magestic building. This of course 
excluding those publications which concentrate on it ands 
dedicate whole chapters to its Study, description and 


analysis §” 


Because of the fame of the Gur-Emnir, its striking proportions, 
its size, the richness and refinement of its decoration; 
because it is the tomb of the illustrious Timur, and also 

one of the best representation of the architectural 
achievements and innovations of the Timurid period, 

all ribbed bulbous domes set on stalactite corbellings 

over a high cylindrical drum are traditionally called 
'Samarkandi', 


The Central Asian domes of this type are: (25 


That of the Shrine of Khwajah Ahmad Yassawi in Turkestan City, 
begun in 1397, but in which parts are added much later. 
Professor Michael Rogers, after having been through the 
most important sources including the Russian ones, believes 
that "the ribbed dome is a XVth century addition or 
restoration, or worse still, one dated post 1900", 

( 
The Mausoleum of Gawhar Shad, daughter of Timur, in Herat oo 
(undated, but ascribed to before 1435). 


(4 
That of the Shrine of Khwajah Abu Nasr Parsa in Balkh (1460-1). 
(S 
And finally the two domes of the Shir Dar Medvessutn 


Samarkand, dated 1616, which flank a central iwan in a 
Plan quite similar to that of al-Sultaniyya in Cairo. 








\ KAG Creswell, A Bibliography of the Architecture, Arts and 
fts of Islam (Cairo: The American University Press, 1961) ,pp - 303-311. 
\“) Tllustrated in Cohn—Wiener,Zuran , Plate LXI and Hill and Grabar, | 


Islamic Architecture and its Decoration, pl. 104-6. 


Illustrated in the CAS slide collection n2 }772 
‘4? Jeannine Auboyer, The Art of Afghanistan (Czeckoslovakia: 
Artia, 1968), illustrations 126 and 128. 

(> Cohn-Wiener, Turan, plates LXXVII and LXXVIII. 
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Therefore the appearance of ribbed domes "typically Timurid" 
comes very late, at best in 1397, but most probably after 
Timur*’s death. Nevertheless the ribbing was never 

widespread and the p$ain domes continue well into the 

XVth century o 


On the other hand the tradition of ribbing existed in Egypt 
since the Fatimids and continued uninterruptedly until 
the XVth century. 


In Cairo, the earliest ribbed dome appears in brick, over 
the Mausoleum of Sayyida ‘SAtika (1120-5), it is followed 
in 1133 by that of the Mashhad of Sayyida Ruqayya and 
that of the Mashhad of Yahya al Shabihi (1150). These 
early ribbed domes are characterized by thick ribs on the 
exterior, to which corresponds an inner ribbing. In these 
early domes the ribbing had a structural purpose which it 
lost after that period.“ 


Starting on the earliest dated mabkhara, that of the brick 
minaret of Abu’l Ghadanfar (1157) 7? ribs, reduced in 
thickness are on the exterior only, and the inside of the dome 
js smooth. Ribs have become & decorative feature. A ridge is 
intwoduced between two ribs possibly as a substitute for 

the inner ribbing to give stability to the dome. The 

formula of ribs reduced in thickness and separated 

by ridged gutters is then applied to all the sub sequent 
ribbed domes whether they are made of brick or of stone, 
including those with an inner ribbing. 


_ = 
rxcept for three later brick domes: the mausoleum of 

Zayn al Din Yusuf (1298); that of Tashtimur (1334) and 

that of "Anas" ( 1382), where an inner ribbing corresponds 


to the outer one. 


@2KAC Creswell, The Muslim Architecture of Egypt ,il, p 140-1. 








> ————— 


Mabkharas, or as Briggs calls tien | teaeene or knobed shaped 
minarets, are important in the development of Cairene 
Architecture because they present the first occurence of 
the combination of ribs and Stalactites. All the mabkaras, 
exeept the first one, that of Abu'l Ghadanfar, rest on 
stalactite friezes of varying numbers of tiers. Stalactites 
first appear aS a support and decoration to the mabkhara of 
the Salihiyya Madrasa (1241-3) where they extend over the 
two storeys which support the mabkhara forming a pendant 
composition. The first storey is pierced by windows 

and the Second one is decorated by one tier and a half of 
niches which end in a pendant Shape on the first tier, 

in the area in between two windows (see drawing below). 


\Z4 





The next mabkhara, which although undated is ascribed, | 
to 1260, is that of the Minaret of Zawiyat al Hounud. 

It is more elaborate and is supported on three storeys. 
Just below the ribbed cap there is a continuous tier of 
elongated niches; below, a second tier of fewer and 
larger ones ending in two niches on the first tier. 

The total composition in three tiers is also in the shape 
of a pendant delimited by windows in the lower part. 


The next . mabkhara is a stone one. That of the minaret of 
Ibn Tulin (1296). At the base of the dome there are two 
tiers of stalactites which surround the ribbed upper cap. 





” Martin Briggs, Muhammadan Architecture in EB t and 


Palestine, p. 98. ; 
Cl Wiet sea inate coeur , Les Mosquées du Caire, Il,plate 59. 


“*Ibid., plate 61. 
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That type, much simplifiea relatively to the brick ones 

will be adopted by the Subsequent ribbed tops, even those 
made in brick, as for example that of the minaret of 

Salar and Sangar al Gawli (1303-4), or that of the minaret 
of the Khangah of Baybars al Gashenkir (1309-10). Two 
exceptions should be pointed out: the tops added to the 
minarets of the Mosque of al—Hakim by Baybars al Gashenkir 
in 1304 which are the finest mabkharas of superb decorative- 
effect. There are stalactites onjthe three Stoweys, four tiers 
on the first one, in pendant outline delimited by keel 
arched windows, the second storey is pierced by six lobed 
arched windows; the last tier is a repetition of the first 
one with only three tiers of stalactites.) 


The other exception is the mabkhara of the minaret of 


the Madrasa of Hagan Sadag& or Sunqur Saadi (1315)° which 
is supported by two storeys in eight tiers of stalactites. 
There is no marked separation between the two storeys 
because a tier of niches covers the balustmade. This 
brick minaret is crowned by the most developped form of 
mabkhara. 


There are two more examples of this type of minaret capss 
that of the minaret of Qawsun in the Southern Cemetery (1337) 
and that of the minaret of the Khangah of Tankizbougha in 

the Northern Cemetery (1362). These mabkharas are in stone 
and crowned by an identical stalactite arrangement in three 
tiers, with the upper most tier pointing outwardly in the 
Saw—~teeth fashion of all the Tankizbougha monuments. 
Although the upper part of the Qawsun minaret has partly 
collapsed, originally its profile was more rounded than the 
Tankizbougha one which is more angular.“ 





\’KAC Creswell, Muslim Architecture of Egypt, II,p.140-1. 
(>Wiet and Hautecoeur, Les Mosquées du Caire, II,plate 18. 


 Ibid., plate 101. 
Ibid., plate: 117 (Qawsun) and plate 139 (Tankizbougha). 
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Two exceptional Cases are the tops of the minarets of the 
Mosque of al—Nasir Mohamed ibn Qalaoun in the Citadel (1335) 
which are ribbed, bulbous and glazed and underlined by a 
band of glazed inscription instead of the stalactites 
usually seen below the ribbed knob Shaped minarets. These 
were made by an architect from Tabriz, and the term 
mabkhara can hardly be applied to them. 


After 1362 it seems that the fashion of buildin 
Re. g this 

eype of finial at the top of minarets was definitely 

abandoned and replaced by bulbous shaped knobs, 


The combination of ribs and Stalactites, so common on 
mabkharas is not to be seen on any dome except on the 

two domes of ale-Sultaniyya and that of Yunus al— Dawadar, 
in which the ribs end in stalactite corbels in pendant 


compositions. 


The stalactite corbelling at the end of each rib in the 
Sultaniyya domes is formed by a complex and independent 
unit in three tiers*> In Yunis al—Dawadar, the end of 

each rib is decorated by three niches ending on the next 
tier with a six pointed fan-shaped pendant in a much 
simpler composition ( See drawing and illustration below) . 
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“ See page 24 of the present paper- 








Although on the mabkharas the ribs ar 

uninterrupted tiers of niches surteundiee The Rasen 
the drum 3 these are arranged, especially in the early 
brick examples in gradually decreasing tiers forming 
pendants as in the mabkhara of the Salihiyyaé Madrasa... 


The idea of combining ribs j j 

and stalactites did exist 
in Cairo and had been a traditiongl feature, but it 
was restricted to use on mabkharas. 


The originality of the architect of al—Sultaniyya was 

to readapt and combine these «two elements of decoration 
on a larger scale. His artistic contribution was to 
embody the stalactites within the rib so that they 

could constitute a finial to it instead of being part 
of the protruding storey all around the base of the 

dome aS it was previously done on all the mabkharas. 


This is the feature which makes these domes so remarkable 
all the more so since it is also present, but in a less 
complex stalactite composition on the Gur—Enir“” and on 


all the so called ‘Samarkandi! domes. 


Architecturally, the mabkharas are important because 
they have contributed to the evolution of ribs on 

domes first with the introduction of the ridged gutter 
in between two ribs. Also it seems that architects 
tried new shapes and techniques on these reduced ribbed 
domes and when successful, adapted some of the elements 
on a larger scale, that is on a dome. It seems to be 
the case on the dome of Abu'l Ghadanfar al Fa°izi 

(und ated, but the Index intwoduces it at the end of 

the Ayyubid Period: begining of 7th c «H/ 13th A De); 

with its rather angular outline it looks like an enlarged 


mabkhara. 





(Milos Hrbas, The Art of Central Asia (Czeckoslovakia: 





































In later examples, both mabkharas and domes 1 
angular profile and acquire a rounded one. oose the 


Another example of a similar tran 
material rather than shape is the mabkhara of the 

minaret of Ibn Tulun (1296) which is the first construction | 
of ribs in stone on a small dome. The first ribbed dome 

in stone on a large scale -appears in the Mausoleum of 

“Alam al Din Sunqtw al Muzaffar,‘” dated in the Index to 

1322. It is a rather small stone dome, with at the base 

of the ribs a band of naskhi inscription closely | 
following the ribbed brick =. fashion introduced since | 
the domes of the Zawiyyat al ‘Abbar (1284-5) and the i 
Qubba al Saw&bi (1285-6). 


Sposition, applied to 


The next stone ribbed dome is that of the Mausoleum 
of Aydumur al Bahlawan (1346), closely followed by that 
of the Mausoleum of Tatar al Hidjaziyya (1348). From | 
1359 to 1393 all the ribbed domes, except those of 
Tulbay (1363-4) and of "Anas" (1382) are made in stone. 


There are two isolated eccurences of a stone ribbed dome 

in the later period, that of Qaraqoga al Hasani (1440) | 

and that of “Abdallah al Dakrtri (1466), but these | 

two examples do not show any inventiveness in style, | 

decoration or construction. | 
| 
| 
| 
| 


The period of inventiveness in stone ribbed dome 

construction is between 1359 and 1382, during which time 
examples as varied as the two Tankizbougha domes (1359 and 1362) 
with the alternately concave and convex ribbing is seen 

for the first time and only once again on the dome of 

Inhl al “Atabla (1392-3); or the twisted ribs of Uldjay | 
al . Yusufi (1373), reinterpreted in an angular fashion | 
on the dome of Aytmish al Bagasi (1383) and never to be | 
Seen again; or the ribs on stalactite corbellings as | 


in al-Sultaniyya& and on Yunus a1—Dawadar (1382) . The dome of 
Tatar al Hidjaziyya, those of Umm al Sultan Sha‘ban (1368-9) 
and that of the North of "Zankizbougha"™ « are more 'clasical ' 
and in the ribbed brick dome tradition. 





— 


“> T11ustrated in the Comité 1922, fasc. 32 - plate XCV. 








After 1393 5 it seems that the f 
dying- Only secondary constructi 
have ribbed domes in brick of 
as for example that of Guzal (1403) 

and Fayruz (1426~—7). The last example 
(1468) which imitates in brick a stone 


ashion of ribbed domes is 
ons of minor importance 
rather decadent style 


fbn Ghurab (1406) 
is Sudin al Qasrawi 
motif. 


In Cairo, stone ribs are replaced by stone . domes 
decorated with chevron patterns as early as 1393 on the 
Mausoleum of Mahmud al Kurdi. This motif then becomes very 
fashionable, it is found on the two domes of the Khangah 
of Faradj ibn Barquq (1400-11), on that of Qanibay al 
fuhamadi (1413), of al-—Mu‘ayyad (1415-20), of Barsbay's 
Madrasa (1425), of Ganibay al Ashrafi (1426). 


trom that period it alternates with stone domes decorated 
with curvilinear interlacing patterns as in the Mausoleum of 
Gani Bak al Ashrafi in the Northern Cemetery (1427), that 

of the Khangah of Barsbay (1432) and the Mausoleum in the 
Hosh of Barsbay (1432). A further development, which first 
appears on the dome of al-—Gawhariyya Madrasa at al—Azhar 
(1440) consists of interlacing scrolls and floriate motifs 
forming complex arabesques# It is then seen on the Mausoleum 
of Qayt Bay (1472-4) where the arabesque motif is set on 

an intersecting linear grid $* 


The chevron is seen also on Kuz al“ Assal (1441), on the 
Mausoleum of Inal (14516 -—6), Barsbay al Bagasi (1456), 
(Umar ibn al Farid (1460), Sudtin (1504-5) and finally on 
Qurqumas (1506-7) where the chevron ends in lozenges. 


Because the two domes of al—Sultaniyya are stone domes, 
they connot be placed before 1322. Being ribbed domes — 
which show great inventiveness in foepm ae cone ease 
i sti er 
and decoration; stylistically they belong to the Pp 
when stone ribs were the most fashionable decorative feature. 


eB 

Christel Kessler: "Kuppeldekoration 
Wa Fann, (Switzerland: Albert Theile, 
Ibid., fig. 6 & 7 on pe 28- 


in Kairo" , Fikrun 
1969) ,fig. 4 p.el. 




















We may reduce the possible period 
the Sultaniyya domes between 1346 9 
is based on the following: before 1346 there is only one 
stone dome and for the next 24 years the tradition of 
pbuilding ribbed domes in brick is kept, incouraged and 
developped. Starting from 1346, stone becomes of more 
general use to finally be adopted to the exclusion of 
brick except for secondary constructions. The second 
chosen limiting date is 1382 on the basis that the two 
later examples of Aytmish al Bagasi (1383) and Inal al 
Atabki (1392-3) are not perfectly original motifs, but 
are readaptations with a slight variation of a motif 
previously used. This spirit, the craftmanship and the 
technkeal achievement is not typical of the inventiveness 
of the Bahri Period. These constructions belong to the 
Burgi period chronologically and indded stylistically also. 


of the construction of 
nd 1382. This suggestion 


(1) 


LE oH : 
‘In the preceeding three pages I have drwn heavily on 


the illustrated material co 
Kessler for her "Survey of Domed Mauso 


ted and organized by Dr. Christel 
areas leum of the Mamluk Period". 














B. THE LAY-OUT ; 


In the Islamic world, twin dome 


ioe ; constructio: mai 
only in Syria, Anatolia ana Eeypt . ructions exist 


Apparently there are two parallel traditio : 
= “ : INS f 


The Syrian tradition is to be seen in D st ANY 

AEN n 1n Vamascus and Aleppo 
and consists of adjoint twin domes; while the is oeousieat 
tradition consists of a central iwan flanked by two 
identical domed structures, 


Following a chronological order, the Syrian tradt tion 
develops as follows: QW) 

1173-4: The Mashhad al Husa i . i | 

MR scart Rote SOC Sayn 1n Aleppo, which has 

1211: the Djaharkasiyya Madrasa in Damascus *”? 

1224: The furba of Umm Malik al Afdal in Aleppo, with one 
dome over the mihrab and the other over a mausoleum. @) 
1294-6: The Turba al CAdiliyya "Sitt Khattin" in Damascus<> 
1329: The Mausoleum of Bahadour‘Ad in Damascus ‘© 

1329: The Turba Koukabaiya "Sheikh Nihladwi" in Damascus,* 
1349: The Mausoleum of the Emir Araq, popularly called 
"Sidi Soheyb" in Damascus. ‘*) 





our _un Corpus Inscripti 


“Ernst Herzfeld, Materiaux 1s In: 
Arabicarum— 2nd Partie: Syrie du Nord— Inscriptions et 
Monuments dtAlep , Tome I, vol. 1 & 2 (Le Caire: Imprimerie de 
l'Institut Francais d*Archeologie Orientale, 1955), plate XCV (plan) 
and plate XCVI (b). 

MW Ibidieyp. 248. 

Ernst Herzfeld, "Damascus: Studies in Architecture III", Ars 
Islamicg, XI-XII (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1946), 

P. 50, fig. 70 (plan). 

‘>E. Herzfeld, CLA: Syrie du Nord, plate CXV1. 
ae Sauvaget, Monuments I 












listoriques de Damas (B¥yrouth: 
Imprimerie Catholique, 1932), p.104. 

‘)Tbid., p 69. | - | Da 
Sena) 6:5 p69 ; and Karl Wulzinger and Carl Watzinger, Vamascus, 
ie Islamische Stadt 
De 71 (plan). . . 
Sauvaget, Monuments Historiques de DamaSy, P- 








70. 


(Berlin & Leipzig: Walter de Gruyler & 02,1924), 



















ce 1377: The mausoleum of Yashbak j 

. 3 K (or T | : 3 
called "Jami al laynabiye", “) ( eupekerin peu SCUSss 
ce 1385 : The Madrasa al Rashidiyya in Damascus: the two 
domes are Separated by a smaller surface which probably 
was domed. 
In the later examples, the Separation between the two domes 
becomes larger, especially in the Madrasa of Sheikh 
Hasan : Rai al Himne in Damascus (c.1450) .¢4) 


A variation to this plan » which seems to originate 5,6) 

in that of the Mosque of ‘Al1@’ al Din in Nigde (1223)°°’ 
(ee be seen in Aleppo i. the Madrasa i al Kamiliyya 
between 1229 and 1236 where two equal domes flank 

a central third dome crowning the nahrab co). a 


A further development occurs in the Madrasa al Zahiriyya 
in Aleppo (1225) where two equal domes flank « the 
central rectangular mihrab area, crowned itself by 

three domes .*) 


Historiques de Damas, p.73, fig.28 (plan). 





“J. Sauvaget, Monuments 
Ibid., p. 73. 

Karl WulZinger and Carl Watzinger, Damascus, Die Islamische 
Stadt, plate 20 (plan). 

‘\TIbid., plate 22 (plan). 

‘?)Gapriel, Monuments Turcs dtAnatolie, I (Paris: E.de 
Boccard, 1931),p.120 and fig. 72 (planp) - : . 

(In this mosque the southern « dome is built in an eight 
Sided domical vault, an unusual feature which reappears 

in the southern mausoleum of al-—Sultaniyya in Cairo, where 

the domical vault is a twelve sided one. | 
(OR Herzfeld, CIA: Syrie du Nord, plate CXI (b) for the plan. 


(© Ibid.e, plate CXVIII (b) for the plan. 
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The chronological sequence of the An | sate 
develops as follow: atolian tradition 


1243: The Sircali Medrese in Konya {” 

1252: The Karatay Medre se in Konya.This building introduces 
a new feature: the central courtyard is covered by 

a lantern cupola,.’~ 

1258: The Ince Minarelli Medrese in Konya s” the central 
courtyard 1S also covered by a lantern cupola. The 

plan becomes more symmetrical along with the introduction 
of a minaret. 

1278-9: The Medrese of Yusuf ibn Ya qoub in Cay The dome 
covering the central court does not have a lantern. 

There waS @ caravanserail beside the madrasa. 

1339: The Medrese of Ermenak &” 

1351: The Mosque of Sultan Sulayman in Hisn Hayfa> 

1382: The Hatuniyya Medrese in Karaman§’which is quite 
elaborate in plan with small cupolas over the lateral rooms. 
A deterioration of this plan is met with in Mardin in 

the Medrese of Sultan‘Isa (1385) where the twin domes 

are separated by series of rooms and the iwan is set on 
the opposite side $® 






\’Behcet Unsal, 1 
and Ottoman times LO/1l— i92: 
DAG eye Die) 52 $b)» for the ground plan. 

(>) Ibid., pe 35 (c), for the ground plan. 

™ Kurt Erdman, “Vorosmanische Medresen und Imarets vom 
Medresentyp in Anatolien", Studies in the Islamic Art and 
Architecture in Honor of Professor KAC Creswell (Cairo: 

American University Pfess, 1965),p. 59 (plan) » 

“ Celal Asad Arseven, Turk Sanati Tahiri, fasikul I1l 
(Istambul: Maarif Basimevi), p- 184 , fig. 361 (plan). 

(6). Gabriel, Voyages Archeologiques dans la Turguie Orientale, 


, wfc 52) (onan en | 
I, (Paris: E. de Boccard, 1940), p- 66, fig. 52 ¢ . 0) ae 
ae Asad Arseven, . Turk Sanati Tahiri, III, p.185, #1g. 365 (plan, 
(>, Gabriel, VoyageS.-+, 1, p-30 fig. 22 (plan). | 








1409: The Ak Medrese in Nigaes” a two floor madrasa with 

a perfectly symmetrical plan. The small lateral rooms are 

gl1 vaulted on both floors. This building is the only 
Anatolian example of a two storey facade. A parallel 

to this facade is that of the Maristan of al Mu‘ayyad iw Cairo 


a oe has the same chain band motif as in the 
From the preceeding enur tion 4 ; : 
the majority of ee domes are assoclated with in osuttes 
monumentS, Occasionally to madrasas ( the Djaharkassiyya 
the Rashidiyya) and exceptionally with a mosgue as in 
the Jami¢ al Taynabiyya. While in Anatolia, twin domes 
are associated with madrasas. 


This Anatolian madrasa plan is that which has been 
adopted in the Cairene khanqahs, where the lateral rooms 
were used as cells. There are also occasional borrowings 
from the Syrian plan of adjoint mausoleums as in the 
complex of Salar and Sangar al Gawli. 


The tradition of twin domes is not widespread in Egypt, 

it appears later than in Syria and Anatolia and is 
characterized by an independent development with occasional 
borrowings which are melded within the local tradition. 


Twin domes are generally associated with khangahs when 
in the cemeteries and with madrasas when in the city. 


It seems that the earliest type consisted off one large 
mausoleum at the right of the iwdn which developped into 
two unequal domed chambers with the larger one at the 
right of the iwan and finally into the most developped 
form of two equal domes flanking either a central iwan 


or a riwaq. 


SS | 
Turcs dtAnatolie, vol.I 5p. 198 


“>, Gabriel, Monuments 

fig. 90 (plan). . tae 
Comité, Comptes Rendus des Exercices 1915-1919 ( Milano: 
Unione Zincographi, 1922), plate CXXXVIII. 





There are no standing examples of the first type, but 
when referring to the Description de 1'Egypte, ph.62 +63 
one may See that in the past there were many such 
structures in the cemeteries.U’ Unfortunately they 

have collapsed. 


There are three structures of the second type. One 

of them has disapeared, but fortunately it was photographed 
by the Department of Antiquities before its collapse. 

The second one 1S partially destroyed (Abdallah al Manufi) 
and the third one is almost in its original state ( the 
Khangah of Umm Anouk or Khawand Toghay). 


The structure photographed by the Department of Antiquities 
is unidentified and undated (see illustration below). 
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‘"Deseription de 1 AEyets siaant 1'Expedition de 1 tAmée 
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Napoleon le Grand. Btat Moderne, "a0. *.62 et 63. 
(Paris: Imprimerie Imperiale, M-D ° an: 
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Stylistically, a close parallel can be drawn between the 
dome ae ete unknown mausoleum and that of the mausoleum 
of Abu'l Ghadanfar (ascribed in the Index to the 13th century). 


They have a Similar angular Shaped ribbed brick dome, a 


noun Daeneed by keel arched 


But the ribs in the ativan aeseen and a stepped transitional zone. 


mausoleum are thicker and yet, 
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outlined by thin ridges, 


the windows are less numerous 


and the transitional zone 


I believe that these two dome 
unkwnown mausmleum seems to b 
basis of the thickness of the 
and decorative differences. 
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s are close in dat 
e slightly earlier 
ribs and the slig 


1S in two steps only (see ill.below). 
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NE ed ar remarkable is the presence of an iwan 
which € 1M shape and decoration to th . 
ips Ra ) at of 

OT key Prosar with one central undecorated mihrab . 
Because o e brick remains on the left Side and the 
presence of an arched door on that side, one may suggest 
that possibly the structure extended to the left, into 
another smaller domed room, Similarly to the original 
plan of al Manufi. | | 


In ‘Abdallah al Mantfi, this smaller domed chamber has 
disappeared at present and only the largest dome at the 
right of the iwan is still Standing. But Prisse d'Avenne 
presents an engraving of ‘Abdallah al Mannfi called 

" tombeau au cimetiére de 1l'Imam al Chafe‘i " with two 
unequal domes and an iwan. This drawing is very similar, 
if not identical to the photograph attributed by 

Hasan “Abdel Wahhab to Creswell. It was taken before 

the collapse of the second smaller dome, already clearly 
eracked-™)Hasan ‘Abdel Wahhab stylistically dates this 
construction to the period in between 1290 and 1310.C» 


Cy 


The third and last example of this plan is seen in the 
Khangah of Umm Anouk or Khawand Toghay (1348) in the 

5} CD ip 3 collapsed, but th 
Northern Cemetery%’The dome has co apsed, bu © 
chamber is still standing. 


There are four structures of the third type: 
The Khangah of Qawsun 

Ihe Khangah of al-—Sultaniyya rt 

lhe Madrasa of Umm al Sultan Sha‘ban 

The Khanqah of Faradj ibn Barqiq. 


Although the second dome has disappeared, the first 








("Pri sse d'Avenne, res les Monuments du_ Kai 
Paris: A.Morel & C2, 1877), plate XVIII. _ ta 
eet CAbdel Wahhab "ol Simara a Ae seney yet eee 
mamalik al bahariyya", Magallah al “Imarah, vol. x 


PLUDAd).5 0-62 | ee 
Oiet ape Hautecoeur, Les Mosquées du Caire, 11, plate 115 
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occurence Of a symmetrical plan seems + | | 
: : aoe ! | O have been in 

the Khangah of . Qawstn in the Southern cemetery (1335-6) 

where the two domes «were Separated by a riwaq, Similarly 

to the plan of the last occurence of a twin domed 

structure 1n Cairoz in the Khanqah of Faradj ibn Barqlq (1400-11). 


C1) 


In the two examples following Qawsun, the twin domes are 
equal and flank an iwan, they represent the triumph 

of the Seljuk Anatolian Medrese plan: the Sultaniyys 

and the Madrasa of Umm al Sultan Shatban (1368-9). 


If one includes all the standing twin domed structures in 
Cairo, regardless of their plan, one should include 

in this list the two domes of the Khangah al Bunduqdariyya 
which are ascribed by Creswell to the same date (1283-4) (2) 
although he doubts that they belong to the same monument. 

The two domes of the Salar and vangar al Gawli (1303-4); 

and also the two domes of the Madrasa of the Emir Sirghitmish 
(1356), in which one dome was over the mihrab and tkeother 

is over the mausoleum. 


The lay-out of al—Sultaniyya should be placed in the 
context of the development and evolution of twin domes 
in Cairene Architecture. 


On the basis that it has a symmetrical plan with equal 

twin domes flanking an iwan, it could have been conceived 
and executed at any period between 1335 (Qawstn) and 
1400-11 (Faradj ibn Barqlq), which is the period during 

"o which symmetrical plans existed. Because the Khanqah of 
Yawsun is the direct neighbour of al—Sultaniyya, I have 
already suggested that it probably was its inspiration 

Plan wise‘) But because al-Sultaniyya is built in stone, 





“MAdil Yassin, " The Khangqah of Qawsun" 
“KACG Creswell, Muslim Architecture of Egy 


@ See Part I, p. 4! 


Up 2Hin wae dsc 





it is more in the Anatolian tradition, and was probably 
erected at the period when Seljuk Anatolian influence 
was at its peak, that is around 1356-62, at the time 

of the construction of the Madrasa of Sultan Hasan. 


As Professor J.M Rogers writes in his article "Seljuk 
influence on the Monuments of Cairo", before the erection 
of the Madrasa of Sultan Hasan, on which » porch many 
features appear for the first time in EgyptS’ only 
isolated motifs can be traced back to Seljuk decoration &> 
Professor Rogers relates this Madrasa to two buildings in 
Sivas: the Cifte Minare Medrese and the Gok Medrese (1271-2) 
He believes that this immitation "is a revival performed 

by competent workers who worked from an outside knowledge 
and not a survival from the grand tradition of the XIIIth 
century in Anatolia."“?Thus in Cairo, at that period, there 
were craftsmen and/or an architect who was acquainted 

with the Seljuk Anatolian buildings of Sivas which he saw 
and tried to reproduce "in a more or less imaginative way 
features which remained in his memory">? This man could 
also have seen the Medreses of Konya from which he 

adopted the plan of al-—Sultaniyya with its iwan flanked 


by twbh equal domes. 
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"Seljuk Influence on the Monuments of Cairo", 








C. THE DECORATIVE FEATURES OF THE DOMES. 


the two main decorative features on the Sultaniyya complex 
are the square kufi band around the drum of the northern 
dome and the low carved floral motifs on various parts of 
the building. These features are Seldom seen on Cairene 
monuments, they reflect a fashion which did not last very 
long. The fact that they appear here may thus be of 
importance for determining a stylistic dating of the 
complex. 


—a- SQUARE KUFI : 


Square kufi is the least common of these decorative features; 
but this type of script was already known in Egypt. It 
appears for the first time in the Mausoleum of Qala?oun 
(1285) where the name of » Mehamed is arranged in four 
ways to form a square , and the combination of two or 
three such squares forms rectangular panels. The same 
inscription appears next in a combination of two squares 
in the Maushleum of Baybars al Gashenkfr (1309-10), on 

two rectangular panels flanking the interior of the 
entrance to the tomb (see ill. 1 below). This is also seen 
in the Mausoleum of Zayn al Din Yusuf (1324-5) where two 
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such panels flank the mihrab (see ill.2 BeLow)ier esa 





The first occurence of a more elaborate text is on the | 
two sides of the porch of the Madrasa of Sultan Hasan ) 
(1356-62) where above the side niches there is one square 

panel on each side, decorated with square kufi in red 

inlay Over white marble. On the right, the square contains: 


a \ Ba eS ANI pv A)’ v 


and on the left the names of Muhamed, Abu Bakr, Umar, 
CUthman and SAlI (see illustrations below). 
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Square kufi carved into limestone ic a rare featur 

in Cairene monuments. It can be seen in a2 pair of : 

identical panels by the entrance porch of the Mosque 

of Bardabak ( Umm al Ghulam or Inal), 1460, with : 
AVI Si Nt 5 and at the base of the Square 

shaft of the minaret of the Mosque of Abu'l ‘Iiq (1485). 


Nearly all the square kufi panels in Cairo are on a flat 
surface and in a framed square or rectangle. An exception 
to this 1s the square kufi inside the - mihrab of the 
Mosque of al ©Ayni (1411), which is neither framed » nor 
on a flat surface ¢' 


The other exception is the square kufi inscription on 

the Northern dome of al—Sultaniyya which is carved on the 
curved surface of the cylindrical drum. The script is 

not set in a defined panel; each square is part of an 
uninterrupted band with no separations between the squares. 


Ihe decorative method of setting squares (or rectangles) 

on an uninterrupted band with no marked Separation between 

each square iS Similar in technique to the decorative (2) 
band around the portal of the Khanqah of Natangz (1316 or 1317) 
made in terra cotta and glazed brick where the verse: 


AW 5 Ke WI Sp, AX AN YI A) VD 


is set in a rectangle; the - inscriptions extending along 
one long side up to Mohamed, rasul occupies the narrow side, 
the final 1dm redirecting the inscription along the upper 


long side (see drawing below). 
nal: Frese 
ET 


sell! 


pp. Michael Meinecke believes it to be an 18th Co addition. 
(2)511 and Grabar, Islamic Architecture and its Decofation, 


plates 264 & 265. 
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The same text in a simil 
Masjid-—i-—J&mi* in Varami 
sancturary . 


ar arrangement appears in the \~ 
n (1325-—6) on the iwan of the | 


In the square kufi decorative band around the base of the 
drum of the northern dome of al—Sultaniyyé, each square 
contains the combined names of Mehamed, Abu Bakr, © Umar 
CUthman and ©AlZ (see drawing below). 





This content is not common in square kufl decorative 
panels. A survey of Persian, Anatolian and Cairene 
occurences of square kufi « shows that there are only 
four other extant © examples in which the name of the 
Prophet and those of the first four Califes are used 
in this type of arrangement | 


The first dated example is in Sivas, on the back of i 





| : C1) 

one of the Minarets in the Cifte Minare (1271-2) . 
the Square panel is made of brick and turquoise, with 
the turquoise elements largely taken off, 
The Second example is on a wooden door in Be (2) 

wen : len r in Beysehir (c. 13@0).; 
The third is on the side of the portal of the Madrasa of 
Sultan Hasan in Cairo (1356-62). 
The last example is in Karaman, in the Hatuniye Medrese 
(1382) -° fhe square panel is carved on stone and the script 
is in high relief relatively to the background. 


In all these examples, whether in brick, wood, marble inlay or 
stone, the square kufi combination of the five names is 

set inside a framed Square. These panels, although identical 
in content 4) show variations in the decorative arrangements 


of the letters, the position of the names and the organization 
of the space. 


Referring to the table on the next page, in which there is 

a graphic representation of the five known examples , there 
are two points to be made: the first one is that in the 
Anatolian examples the square is directed so as to start 

with the name of Abu Bakr, and SA1ZI is the most important 
name, spacewise, decoratively and it is set facing the ground 
so as to be easily read &*»? 








“Svex Van Berchem, Materiaux 1 1SCI 
Arabicarum — 3éme Partie — Asie Mineure, ler fascicule ; 
(Le Caire: Imprimerie de l*Institut Frangais d‘Archeologie 


Orientale, 1910), planche Xxx. aoe | 
)famara Talbot Rice, The Seljuks in Asia Minor ( London: 
Thames and Hudson, 1961), plate 66. | 

(2 HI11 and Grabar, Islamic Architecture anc 
The Beysehir panel also has the name of Alla 
included in the other panels. 

Except the Beysehir example . 
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In the two Cairene examples the square is directed so 
as to start with the name of Mohamad ; the name of 
CALL is read upside down, it faces the top. This lack 
of emphasis on the name of Ali is well in the line 


of the Sunni religious outlook of the Mamluks. 


The second point to be made is the similarity between 

the two Cairene examples, especially remarkable as there 

are noticeable differences between each of the three | 
Anatolian examples. | 


Although made in a different media ( one in red marble 

inlay, the other carved into limestone), the arrangement 

and the design are identical. In both cases the 

reading starts at the upper right corner, with the name 

of Mohamed, then follows the same order of letters, which | 
are drawn exactly in the same fashion and with the 
same thickness. 





This identity in proportions, in the arrangement of the 
letters and the use of space would seem to indicate 

that one panel was used as a model for the other; or 

that the same model inspired two identical interpretations, 
but in different media. 


Because of the fact that these two examples are the 
only ones in Cairene monuments with such content, and 
this in contrast % with the variety of texts used in the 
: numerous Cairene examples of square kufi panels from 
Qala>oun to the Turkish period; it is tempting to suggest 
that these two occurences were made:at the same period, 
if not by the same artist, at least using the same 
model. But the artist who carved the band aromnd the 
drum showed even more cleverness, because he had the | 
idea to repeat the square in an uninterrupted band, | 


in the Persian fashion. This makes this unique band 


even more remarkable in Cairene Architecture. | 





-b— THE FOLIATE MOTIFS In LOW RELIEF : 


These occur on various parts of the Sultaniyya complex: 
on the exterior and interior drum of the northern dome, 
on the two roundels instde both domes, on the minaret 
and on the mihrab in the iwan. 


There is not a single motif which is merely formed by 

a Simple repetitive element, except on the thin band 
which frames the mihr&b in the iwdn and the rectangular 
plaque above it.All other designs, except those in the 
spandrels of the mihrab, show the superposition or 
interlacing of two systems, one is external and the other 
is the filling. 


Sometimes there is an alternate role: a system may start 
aS filling and end as a frame as for example in the 
vegetative motif around the exterior and interior drum 
of the northern dome. 


the various floriate motifs on the different parts of the 
building share the same elements in different arrangments 
and compositions. These are the split leaf, a kind of trefoil 
often with tendril-like extensions, knots, calyx stbes, 
winged elements, stems and intersecting leafs and scrolls. 


The patterns are upward growing and gre symmetrically 
arranged relatively to a vertical axis. But there is 
Seldom total identity between each side of thé axis: 
some elethhents may be added on one side and absent on the 
other or carved in a different shape. 


Although these designs are repetitive in principle, as 
around the inner and outer drum of the northern dome , 
a great deal of variation in the details exists and 
two sets of motifs, based on the same network, are 


rarely identical. 


We now turn to a presentation and brief description of 
the different floriate motifs on the various parts of 


_al—Sul taniyya - 





(i) THE DOMES ; 

The central medallion of the inner dome of the northern 

mausoleum is decorategd with two types of vegetative motifs 

which are closely related because a continuous stem 

developS once into a leaf and once into a trefeil. There 

are three © «..! elements of each type which are arranged 

around @ plain central roundel (see drawing and illustration below). 
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plain central roundel: 

ile the other two are addorsed. 
there are three distinct systems 

ferences in coloring (see drawings below). 
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On the exterior of the northern dome, around the cylindrical 
drum in between the windows there is the most complex 
floriate design. This is a vertically/symmetrical 

vegetative motif formed by two intertwined and 

superimposed upwards growing compositions. The second 
composition (in green) though on the same level of 

carving as the first one ( in black) seems to be in a 
deeper background due to the interruption of its elements 
at all the crossing points of the two undulating outlines. 
(see drawing below). 
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(ii) THE MINARE®: 


The design on the blind niches of the first storey 

is in two definite SyStems. The framing design is 

regular and repetitive (the green one), the other one 

is upwards Srowing and variable (the black one). The 
design is a cut pattern, it could be extended indefinitely 
on the borders to form larger compositions. The lowest 
framing form is unfinished because cut by the border 

(see drawing and illustration below). 





ee 
re 


th ee he 

oe fis Cw ig oe 

- =" = ° © *, 

Mowiy By. ee Ra ea ee te A” 
Sa 





—_ - : 





ye 
| 

| 

| (iii) THE MIHRAB IN THE IwAN: 

| The designs on the two Spandrels of the mihrab niche 


are Similar but not identical. In contrast to the other 
foliate motifs on the Sultaniyya, each decorated corner 
1S carved with a design in which interlacing scrolls 
and leafs grow and Split without interruption in one 


er oeed. system (see drawings and illustrations below). 
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Wling besauee tie (oe aS a clue for possible 
€ tne techni q 3 
fashion. ennique used reféects a » temporary 


The background 1S carved in, the floral motifs are in 
slight relief and polished. The firt occurence of this 
technique can be found an the portal of the Mosque and 
Khangah of Shaykhtu and on the two minarets (1349 and 1355); 
on his Sabil (1354); on the porch of the Madrasa of 
Sirghitmish and on his cenotaph (1356): on a roundel 

on the exterior of the "Tankizbougha" mausoleum in the 
southern cemetery (1359).... The last example of this 

type of carving is around the drum of the Mausoleum 

of Yunus al—Dawadar (1382). 


A study of the designs shows that between 1349 and 1382 
there iS a marked evolution. 


In the Shaykhu example, there are two different systems, 
both upward growing, but they do not intersect except 

in the lower central part. The main system (in black) 
occupies the largest part of the decorated area, the 
other system (in green) extends downwards and then grows 
irregularly on the borders. The two systems are not 
superimposed, they are merly juxtaposed (see drawing and 





ill. below). 

















From a comparison between the 
of the Madrasa Of Sirghitmish 
of the entrance of the Madrasa 


| 
| 
| ; 
| lintel of the entrance 
eee and the + lintel - 
O mm — : “ban 
| (1368-9) , the difference in the avi ne Teen ae ei 
| and in the arrangement of the motifs appears. Tin the 
second example, the Setting is definitely more rigid 
and the floral elements are less carefully drawn 
(see illustrations below). 
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In the floriate motif around the drum of the Mausoleum of 
yunus al-Dawadar there is only one system which is stiff, 
the leafs and floral elements are Simplified to a 
maximum, Often simply outlined with little concern for 
the interlacing of scrolls to form complex elements. 
Moreover, the background is used as part of the design 
in clear contrast with the earlier examples (see drawing 
and illustration below). 





stylistically, thé floriate motifs carved on the drum 

of the northern dome of aj Sultaniyya are to be placed 
in the earliest period. They are close to the Shay khu 

example, but indicate a more developped form since the 
two systems are superimposed in their whole lengith 


' and are of equal importance in the decorated space. 
Yet, these motifs keep the irregularity and free 
character of the’ designs of the earlier period which 
apparently ends before 1368-8. Thus they should 

be placed in the period between 1349 and 1368-9. 





D. THE MINARET, 





The minaret of a1-Sultaniyya is of a very fine, harmonious 
and well proportionate type, reflecting a fashion which 
was found only at a certain period of time namely between 
1340 (the minaret of the Mosque of al—Maridani) and 

1373 (the minaret of the Mosque of Aldjay al Yusufi) . 


Minarets of this period are very characteristic because 
the successive tiers are square/octagonal/octagonal ; and 


the building technique favours the use of ‘ablaq’- 


The minaret of al—Sultaniyya is an interesting one 
because its string slements may give some clues to 
a possible date for the whole complexe 
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octagonal type. I+ Sta 
"shortens so much that Only its bev : 

? elled off top 
corners show above the roof of the mOSque, andbene @ 
visible part of the minaret commences with an octagonal shaft". 
aoe Sees dated example of an octagonal minaret is that of 
Balis, built in brick by al Malik al‘Adil (brother of 
Saléh al Din) between 1193 and 1218 in a characteristically 
Mesopotamian style. ) 


the minaret of Altunbugha al Maridani at Aleppo, built in 
1318 iS a Syrian version of the Mesopotgmian type of 
octagonal minarets. It is Scarcely surprising,therefore, 
that Altunbugha al Maridani should have introduced into 
Cairene Mamluk Architecture the fashion of the "square 
lower portion, hitherto so prominent reduced to a mere 
pier, reinforcing the boundary wall of the mosque". 
Creswell further emphasises that the "square shaft is 
really no shaft at all; it should rather be regarded as 
a re-—inforcement of the wall of the mosque which otherwise 
would not be broad enough to take it". 


Examples of the square/octagonal/octagonal type in Cairo are: 
1340: The minaret of the Mosque of al Maridani 

1349: The mivnaret of the Mosque of Mandjak al Yusufi s 
1349 and 1355: The minarets of the Mosque and Khangah of Shaykhu. 
1356: The minaret of the Madrasa of Sirghitm s$h.— 

1356-60: The SW minaret of the Madrasa of Sultan Hasan. 

1360: The minaret of the Madrasa of Tatar al sede Cok 
1368-9: The minaret of the Madrasa of Umm al Sultan voha ban. 





Oen¢ Creswell, "The Evolution of the Minaret with sete 
referéne to Egypt", reprinted from the Burlington Magazine 


(March,June: 1926), pell. 
@Tbid., plate IV-B. 
“Tbid. p14. 
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The minaret of al1—Sul tani 
of a square shaft surmounted by 
the corners of the square chamfe 


octagon. It thes fits into the Maridani category, but 
with two variations. In the other examples, the minaret 
is enclosed within the structure of the building, 

either at the left of the portal (Marida&ni, Sirghitmish) 
or above it (Shaykhu). In al—Sultaniyyaé, the minaret was 
free Standing on three sides and this may be the reason 
why the square shaft is a shaft and not a reinforcement | 
of the wall and that it is proporionately so high. 

However, an even higher square shaft is that of the 

minaret of the Madrasa of Tatar al Hidjaziyya™ which is 

higher than the sum of the upper storeys, another example , 

is the free standing minaret of the Mosque of Mandjak al YusufiS 


yya closely follows the pattern 


octagonal storeys, with ~ 
rred off to form the ; 


The Transitional Zone: 
The corners of the cube are bevelled off, forming four 
triangles. Each triangle is framed by an uninterrupted 
row of stones set as stretchers. The inner area is filled 
with horizontal courses of stones . The contrast 
between the two different ways of setting the stones is ,, 
further emphasized by the use of two coiors of stone, one 
‘for each type. This technique is called ‘‘abliq' \(see"ill<*below) . 





“See Comité, Exercices 1925-6 (Publié 1933), plate Vil. 


2)Seg Wiet and Hautecoeur, Les Mosquées -«+. +» TI, plate 112 (a). 











op Seeruee ve OUR “Sede snort the cube, the area is divided 
into a central keel-arched blind niche flanked by two 


equilateral triangles, These forms are inscribed within 
q trapeze. 


What is particularly Striking about this transitional 
zone 1S the stonework which is such as to emphasize 
architecturally each elemeht. A feature which is unique 
- as far as I know — on the transitional zones of Cairo 
minarets, is the floral motifs in low relief which fill 
the triangles and keel—arched niches. In contrast, the 
triangles at the chamferred corners bear no floral 
decoration, the structure itself being sufficiently 
decorative. 


A similar technique and division of space is used in the 
transitional zone of the minaret of the Madrasa of 
Emir Sirghitmish (see illustration below). 
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The triangles at the four corners are emphasized by 

stones Of a different colour set as Stretchers on their 
periphery . bach of the four sides of the Square shaft 
forms a trapezium composed of three triangles, two right 
way up flanking a central inverted one. Each triangle 

is emphasized by one row of stones of red colour set 

as stretchers. The stone filling of each triangle is of 
plain horizontal coursing with no trace of floral carving. 


Minarets with bevelled off corners turning a square 

shaft into an octagon are: 

1340: al Maridani 

1549: the minaret of the Mosxve- of Mandjak al Yusufi 

13555: the minaret of the Khanqah of Shaykhi 

1356: the minaret of the Madrasa of Sirghitmish 

1356-60: the south west minaret of the Madrasa of Sultan Hasan 
1360: the minaret of the Madrasa of Tatar al Hidjaziyya. 


The minaret of the Mosque of Shaykhu (1349) and that of 
the Madrasa of Umm al—Sultan Shatban (1368-9) do not 
have bevelled off corners; but on the contrary, the 
corners are emphasized by four prisms which effect the 
transition (see illustrations below). 
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The Hirst Storey: 

ae eae 1s divided into two zones a little more 

dn GRP a2 ¢ Way up by a small moulding which recalls 
a 5a W € lower door of the minaret. This moulding 

goes aii around the octagon, taking in the four small 

rectangular balconies. 


On each of the eight faces of the minare 

keel arches alternately blind and eine aneceae nee 

pour opee windows have small rectangular balconies below 

a a | one balconies are supported by » corbels composed 
tour tiers of Stalactites, the third of these tiers 

being composed of dripping stalactites. 


Stalactite cornices first appear on the minaret of 

al Guyushi (1085) at the top of the lower larger square 
shaft of the minaret. The first timid attempt to introduce 
dripping stalctites on the cornices of minarets is on the 
upper cornice of the northern minarét of the Mosque of 
al—Nasir Mohamed ibn Qalaoun at the Citadel (completed in 
1335), a cylindrical minaret with overalk raised chevron 
patterns set horizontally on the first storey and vertically 
on the second one. On the upper cornice, each flat niche 

is flanked on either side by two deep niches, the point 
where they meet being marked by a "drip". ( See ill. below). 
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The next occurence which is more elaborate and closer to 
our example 1S the stalactite corbel below the balconies \ 
on the minaret of the mosque of al Maridani (1340), where 

there are compositions incorporating dripping stalactites 

once on the third tier and once on the fourth. This 


peeouces an undulating movement of very fine esthetic 
effect. 


From that time on, dripping stalactites on cornices of 
minarets became an established tradition in the Mamluk 
architecture of Cairo. 


It 1S worth recalling that the first occurenceof dripping 
stalalactites in Cairo is at the apex of the blind niche 

over the entrance door of the complex of Salar and Sangar 

al Gawli (1303-4). This niche is crowned by stalactites . 
in three tiers with drips on the second tier (see illustration below). 





eset 


is a 


(1337) $3 on that of the Mosque and Khangah of Shaykhu (1349 
and 1355); and on the portal of the Madrasa of Sirghitmish 
(1356) — see ill. (1) for Khangah of Shaykht and (2) for 
fadrasa of Sirghitmish — 
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| is the upper cornice 
| h, as well as on 
of the entrance porcn, 








ee the whole facade and the blind niches over 
mee 2 rance of the Madrasa of Sultan Hasan (G 1356= 62) 
ese stalactites are the closest to the nul taniyya i. 


ones, in composition 
. » arrangement, shape and qd atior 
(see illustrations below). P peomae LOR 
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the stalactite corbels of 
on the minaret of al—Sulta 
of stalactite compositions 


the four rectangular balconies 
niyya are composed of two types 


First Type: Those on the first tier consist of three 
shallow niches with between them, two deep ones which 
are fluted. These deep niches become much wider and 
rounded on the second tier, enclosing four half niches 
grouped together, forming a "deep composition". On 
the same tier, at the borders, framing these "deep 
compositions" are two small half niches, divided vertically 
in the middle, which have fluted conches. The drips 
appear on the third tier, they drip from a vertical 
DEedee C08 interiorly decorated with stars in between 
he drips (see illustration below). 
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second type: Those on the first tier consi al 

shallow niches with between them two rare hee eae 
form two "deep compositions" on the second tier; and there 
1s a complete niche with fluted conch in the middle in 
between them. Just below this niche, there is another one, 
also fluted and Shell—like, and there are two more half 
niches on the borders. On the third tier there are only 
two drips and below the small niche on the fourth tier, 
there 1S a six sided fan-shaped pendant enclosing a 
pointed niche inside which there is a smaller one. 

Bach of the side elements end in four sided fan-shaped 
pendants (see illustration below). 





: } two types of stalactite 
e.ct that there are two (Ox) | 
The epee on these small balconies indicate ie - 
Biaee bile: rreat degree of inventiveness on the Pa 7 
 Ungaiese ate ae deeply anchored desire to avoid monotony 
Ne alt ? . = “" 
and a fruitful imagination. 
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Pirctae cna te a ee aT aes Ete e 

; } 7 On recall similar or identical 
structures and decoration on the two domed construction 

(1) The "deep compositions": identical ones can be Been 

on the upper part of the blind niches on the rear facade, 

with the exception of the drips on the third tier ( see ill.below) 
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A deep composition also exists in the stalactite pendentive 
| of the northern dome.” | 
| (2) On the second group of stalactite balconies there are 
+wo central fluted niches which are set vertically above 
each other. It is not without significance that this extremely 
rare feature is found both on the minaret and in the stalactite 
pendentive of the northern dome .“”? , as 
(3) The fluted niches on the two types of balconies un as ; 
seen on (a) the rear facade , (b) the upper ter s meee ed 
niches which run as a frieze all around the drum po eae 
transitionas zone of the northern dome and (c) on the carve 


= : — 4% 5 
niches of the mihrab in the qibla iwan 
be 3 Scent 

WYcoe Part I, pe ®! 
“See Part I, p-75 
QSee Part I, pe !4t'? 
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This type of decoration on minarets is quite rare; to my | 
knowledge it can only be seen on two other examples in | 
Cairo: the minaret of the Mosque of Shaykht (1349) and 

that of his Khangah (1355). On these two minarets, the 

floral motifs are not restricted to the windows, but 

cover their spandrels also. (See ill. below) . 





A rather Similar treatment of 


can be seéon on the second sto 
al—Sultaniyya,. 


the Spandrels of the arches 
rey of the minaret of 


The stonework of this first 
whole area, except the four lower parts below the small 
balconies iS composed of blocks set diagonally at 902, 
forming an all over chevron pattern. The horizontal rows 
are alternately of reddish ana buff stone in the ‘tablaq' 
fashion. The stones are set like Simple joggled voussoirs, 
fitting into each other with a small area in between the 
stones for "free movement". This technique of sesting 

the stones is relatively rare on minarets. 


storey is remarkable. The 


It appears for the first time on the second storeys of 

the two minarets of Shaykhu (1349 ana 1355); then on the 

Second storey of the minaret of the Madrasa of oirghitmish 

(1356); and the last occurence is on the first octagonal 

storey of the minaret of the Madrasa of Tatar al Hidjaziyya (1360). 
( See Plate on nex# page). 


The last occurence of the ‘ablaq' technique on a minaret 

is on the cylindrical second storey of that of the Mosque 

of Aldjay al Yusufi (1373). But here the design is much 
more complex. It consists of fleur—de-lys raised on a high 
concave sided foot. The repetition of this unit results in 

a reverse trefoil unit alternating with the fleur-de-lys. 
Thegpe are set in three horizontal rows symmetrically disposed 
so that the positive of one row creates the neZative of 


the next one (see drawing below). 
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Although the basic network is 
the technique © ‘ablaq', this 
thatit induces one to believe 
possibly the latest occurence, 


a chevron pattern, and 
design 1S so elaborate 
that it is a later, and 


We BeyeunES conclude that the technique of the use of 

'ablaq on minarets to form simple chevron patterns is 

a characteristic fashion which did not last very long. 

We have a Starting point with the Shaykhi minaret (1349) 

and a final occurence on the minaret of Tatar al Hidjaziyya (1360). 
On that basis, the sul taniyya minaret, which is in fact 

one of the most successful examples of the application of 

such a technique, may thus be placed somewhere between 

1349 and 1360. 


The Second Storey: 

The second storey is an octagonal section set in between the 
first and second stalactite cornices. This Section, of 
plain horizontal stone coursing, is pierced by an eléngated 
keel-arched door on the SE Side of the minaret. 

Below each window, a continuous horizontal band of stones 
of a different colour links them together since they are not 
linked at the apexes. The spandrels of these arches are 
carved with floral designs in low relief. The use of 
'oablaq' and the floral motifs are very close in style to 
those in a Similar position on the minarets of Shaykhu. 


The finest decorative feature is the two stalactite 
balconies which are very carefully planned and executed. 
The stalactite corbels which support these balconies 
consist of four tiers of stalactites and a fifth tier of 
fan-shaped pendants which are directly applied to the 
surface of the minaret shaft in much lower relief. 


All the striking elements of the corbelling of the sie.” | 
balconies of the first storey are me Face a ony Sah has 
two cornices: the shallow niches, WEG Res iy G 
the vertical disposition of niches, ia coat endante 

fluted niches, the drips and the fane shape ter Bn lexity 
But here the elements are multiplied in a Erears Pee 
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to ztorm twentyfour 


units Of dee ari ; +2 
the first balcony p/ P compositions on 


and twelve on the second. 
The Third Storey: 


Although the third Storey is at present the last 

part of the minaret, there was something above the 

third stalactite cornice, since the minaret is broken. 
The stone coursing is in ° regular horizontal stone work. 
it 1S pierced by six windows alternately half opened and 
blind. The blind windows have a two centered arch form 
with a flat surface of plain horizontal coursing which 
seemS to be undecorated. The three half  . opened 
windowS have segmented or broken—-headed arches "which 
are infrequent in Seljuk Art, but quite common in 
Mongol work".-’ They are not ~- in common use in Cairene 
Architecture. 


The Tlkhanid: 
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hitecture of Islamic 
\"D Wilber, The Architect 


Period, pe 69.6 
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CONCLUSION 


Bast c aiitie eee architectural elements permits 
Sultaniyya. e¢ ALV th century dating for the 


Lhe double domes of al—Sultaniyya are ribbed ones made 
of stone. The only dated example goes back to 1356 and 
1s to be found in brick in the Mausoleum of Sighitmish. 
fhe double dome in brick is a Persian import. The double 
domes of the Sultantyya seem to have been an imitation 
of the Persian technique and certain structural elements 
indicate that it was an experimental attempt, unique 

of its kind, which inspired no other imitators. 


The very fact that only two such examples can be found 

in Cairene architecture makes me believe that the Sultaniyya 
peuute domes closely follow the building of the Sirghtimish 
Ome o 


As demonstrated in Part III (A), the ribbed domes in stone 
show an inventiveness that places them in the period 
extending from 1346 to 1382. 


Inspired by the XIII th century Medreses of Konya, the 
general lay out of al—Sultaniyya is characteristic of the 
Anatolian influence which is strongest in Egypt from 

1356 to 1362. 

The numerous parallels, made in the course of this paper, 
between al—Sultaniyya and the Madrasa of Sultan Hasan 
demonstrate a preponderant Anatolian influence « For 
instance the mihrab in the iwan of al—Sultaniyya pk . 
directly inspired from the side niches ork ghe R20 9) 

the Madrasa of Sultan Hasan, which were adapted Zrom 

those of the Gok Medrese in Sivas. The square kufi band 
around the drum of the northern dome aveaes Rey ene 
content and design as the square panel haa ee Sivas 
niche and similar to that of the Cifte Manare a4s0 Ln». 
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The minaret is the part of th uildi 

Soames m4 a. - the building whi 
eos is Be sl because it is a a aratar tore sti 
one? agonal minaret with the use Of ‘ablagq' 3 : 
simple chevron patterns. There are only nae 3h rr 
Creat in Cairo, Starting in 1349 and endin in 1360 

e minaret of al—Sultaniyya should thus be | 
this period, as it is one of the best exam le of thi 
rare and Short lived fashion. elie 





Moreover, this minaret is th : : 

ar ie are : e only one beside the two 
minarets of Shaykhu (1349 and 1355) which is carved 
with foliate motifs in low relief. I believe this minaret 
to be slightly later, as the floral motifs are more 
developped. 


As for the floral motifs, I have shown in Part III, C (b) 
that they reflect the fashion of carving and motif 

types which start in 1349 and end before 1368-9. By 

that time the naturalistic and non symmetrical features 
are lost into stiffnees. 





‘i Having thus all those landmarks regarding domes, lay out, 
floral motifs and minaret we may date the construction 
of al-Sultaniyya between 1356 and 1360. 


The architect and artist who constructed al—Sultaniyya 
had the genius to adapt some small scale motifs 
already present in Egypt and to enlarge them into 
a greater and imposing scale. As for example his use 
| of the half domical vault which existed in Cairo since 
: 1087, but on a small scale, which he used » to roof 
the iwan in between the two domes. This is the only 
iwan thus vaulted in Cairo. 


enius was to combine the ribs and 
h existed in a different arrangement 
ate the stalactite within 


His other point of & 
the stalactites whic 


7 kharas; to incorpor | . 
OF Pe ee tome che ending ond its cosbeliing et a 3pm 
fine esthetic effect. This idea was copied oy a aeaes Le 
form on the dome of the Mausoleum of Yunus ; ae gece 
(1382); and it is tempting indeed to suggest that tha 
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was the inspiration for the so Called '‘Samarkandi' domes. 


Even 1f one considers the dome of Turk LA 

Sty estan City (1397) as 
the earliest "fimurid type", one should keep see es 
that at that time the dome of Yunus al—Dawadar already 


existed, and that no more ribbed domes in brick or 
stone of this "envergure" were built in Cairo. 


There were relationships between Egypt and the Timurid 

empire ; V.V. Barthold writes that Alike-Kukeltash, who 

lived over ninety and died in 1440, was the former 

tutor Of Shah Rukh. He is the One who built the new 

cathedral mosque of Ulug Beg and a number of other 
constructions and "his activities extended beyond the 

limits of the Timurid possessions. He bought land and C1} 
developped agriculture as far away as Asia Minor and Egypt". 


The many Similarities in the unusual forms which occur 
only on the Sultaniyya and the Madrasa of Sultan Hasan 
bear the mark of one and the same mind, a mind fully 
aware of what was done in every part of the Islamic 
world of architecture. This brilliant architect picked 
up his ideas in Anatolia, Persia and Syria and he 
blended them with local features to produce his own 
original creations. 
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